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A ««rttiiii Aifiiulstle •x|»r««sieB luiai 

I 

•tUliitllf wtwii it a€»«8 net ineliad* imy eat el tlnife eerae* 
fek«| ter ejMtieief tlw aentenee **lt ia tSiia te Jetera liQ«e*** 
kpptUftAXff thia doea net laelaie aajF tfpieal.l.f 

athioal praiieataa iiaa ttwa**! *aroai**y ate* MevartliaXaaa , 

it fimetiMU liaa ea •thXml praaieata aiiaaavar tae aeisteiiee 

2 

ia aaai ie mn ataieal eeiit«xt| ler ia at Meal eoataxtai it 
aill aaaa *it ia tiaa wtiaa yea oaght to jratara lioaat. 


By "aataraliatie preBieat#* S aaaa taeaa pradieatea wMeB 
aaeriBa aartaia aataxal eliaraetariatiea to tBIHia* flUMie 
aatatal aaairaatariatiea Be aot iaiga tlia aalaa of tBa tltiai 
to wtdmh taay era eaaailMiBi net Be tl»y praaerilia eevtaia 
gaiBaliaea for eetiea ia aoaal aitaationiy laiiaaa tBay eta 
eeablaMli aitB at laaat eaa atBieai aPeBiaata«, £»aea oaei^aaAioaa 
aa »yiiiiey •tali»i aaiaaty»| ata«, ata aawipiaa el 

aataraliatie mraBiaataa* 







or fwtttionft liisi on> Is s astwslistie satpYsssion# flinS| •tsA* 
Is s ostisrslistie mtptmBim im. &i itmlt bolsg s 

iistitfsJilstls prsdlests, wiMress *»f}iis teosk is ssd** is s 
fastvurslisiis ss|issssioii fasositss of tiis iao»«oe«iurrstios of so 
otliiosl. prsdissts io it* 


HistoriosUf soi ia tlis pMiosopMssi works otMosl 

oatorsiiWB Iiss ksso iofitisd ss tint tjrps of stMosi ttoory 

ifMoli soswsrs OUT %oostioii in ttm sff iriistivo* fjm mmwm is 

tlwt stMssi prstiiostss sro aosifssliit in tsms of aotiarsiistl o 

profiostos* Etliiosi Mtorsiiso isis ksso soossissA ’ oo t i l ts# 

3 

iioss kf mmf otlii^i tOioaMrs tiiM froo OJi« Mooro in tits 

4 

fsar imSi to WillisH K* frotSisos in ttoo foio ifiS4« 1 proposo 
to osii tMs ooaooptioo of otMosi astnrsiiso ss tBstisrsiisn 
M. jyi Hoots* • ksesnso it wss 4*I» Moors tflaO| first of siiy 
AsfinsA stliissi nstorsiiso in tksss tsTMk* 







ol BVfnh that to day, lot oxanplOi i« pl.««ia»t* 

impUiml aaaortioo) ootatlay oi^ loiieally l«pli«a ia fooil" 
(•tiitcal aaaortion)* 


OHO Mf , howavari lioli tlio ti#o tliaaea (a) hM (b) togatlar* 

0m mmf abf that atbloal. Maartiona ara to ba Jaitll lad vbolly 

Ui tmmm &i anpiriaal aaaartiona ana that tbaf tlwgiaaliraa ara 

aapii'iaal, MaartdUma* baaajff for aamtpla, aaaarta botb 

<a> and (b) togatbar* For Mai, valita jiuIgiMitanta ara iwpirlaal 

ganaraliaaiionaf for tba^ ara propoaitiona about valuationa 

md® in taraa of tbair oonditlona and oorHiaimaiiaaa« and tlnirafora 

f 

ttmy ara varifiabla wiaoIlF bp anpirlaai naaaa# 



luattfiad If atmoa ia to ba a aataiMNi, fobn baifaF*® tmtnraltatii 
at'idLaal tbaorr* for aianial®M la a ariiaoaal. on liair 'irtyEiiaal 

■ 'I . : . "■ .. , ii,. iV '-V 

itA iMi tCMilirgiAi ii..|Mi . iiMJIIi 

otblaal antnraliafli la otoljnad to bo a a aamf of ar raaort mt 

boa atblaal aKiiroaaiaaM ar# In foot mad and inatlflad"|ji oar 







etAlmxj mtMvMl 


Hittiin mtitfulisfi j| jyi Moor«| ©tltleMl. %hoori®« my AUtwit 
not only in mttoi's oi Amtmil Imt on anoti iapoi'tant oapoeti^ 

0tMm m» tha onMlyais of otMottl oitpX‘« 08 ioiui| tim noconnt of 
•etioifoguidin^ function of ethical Indgomentay and the liti»« 

Bat that wlii<^ diatinguiahaa tlwaa ethical theot’iea aa naturaliatie : 
|ifid£iv:d| natuialiatic a la Motire^ ia ttiair genaral ttaaato 
(a) ol^ <h) with eantml eophaaia on the thaaia that ethical 
Indgaoiaiita afe| without wacaptionf to ha Juatifiei hy aoaie 
hSai of aapirieal inciuiry. In a awtanea, they all hold ttet 
•thica ia an enpiJrieal or that in ethica tha nltlmte 

•eidema ia e«pirical« 

Hot all natitraliatai however , een he emiprehanioi imder 
Moore* a oonowption oi' ethieal natiiraliMi| and tlwre are mmf 
ethical theoriaa which Moore charactwrisad to ha natwraliatie 

hot wiiiehf on a critical exwainatlon of timix logical atiMMitiare i 

|: 

and Moore* ■ argwnenta intended to ahow than to he netnraliatli^ ' ; | 

, f 

according to ne^ fall ontaide Moore* a oonception of ethical | 

natcreliaii* I eMail elao ahow in ey analyaia of the ethical : 

theorice of Hill« ipeneerf porry, and Boway, that Moora*a I 

concaption of natnralian tenda to nata elhica inpoaaihlc* i 

no oithm* to give up | 

tha oaraaaion **ctMical natiwraliaid* aa twNliMFiffi*' iPd iiieleMling i 
for aeapBiwtea of deearihSan thoao otMIcal thaoriao whi et i arc 
ceoiricaUr htaacd* aa# in carticnliie« to aifo wi lloNQi'c*a ^ 

coMCiftloii of otmaal aatnraliasi aa an wmatliilaieliiiry iaMncptiei% ' 

ii ilMl l ien» f Olilw a» iilMd<iil i i ii i l i l# »i t i Wi l ii | iP iM ( >»il i ii 

li| 1 do not iitc feaaewia ^ tMia^ aaaartioa riglit Tha 

roacM hato Macn ptflip oat tMtoaiiioat the prmant iixiniry 
eij i the# aire otatiid 'd'-gdi the coMilaiiH& OMnatorii 

opptci^pnaia tO# ' ppweocfr jw O^^pia IMIp mr WP ■'O?*' 'O'ih '|ppo 'vaw w' waa^^gup" iW fw’mP' 





« 

^ ml»m to t3tm% Ms eoneoittioii «t ^st to l>o « spocios of 
otMosi nstufslim mA to dosofibo astoi'slioo Ia « wajr iowMeli 
St is in ciODfomiSty with the oetosl fisetioo of otliiesl tMnlcors 
oslied nsturslists# I Iwiwo ecooptod tJam seoond slternstivo^ 
fM now ooASoptioo of othiosS ii«tiirsxi«a is srrivod st ss m 
losiilt of a sjmpsthstie stod^r of ttm setoal atMoai tMoicing 
M fooff Vi^esaiitatiwo othlesl phiXosopliars * Mill, SpooeiMry 
fanr^y and tmmf m aod it is tiriafljr atstad io tlit cooei^Soo* 

Siooa Boor#*! cooeaption of atMoal mtmmlim im» hmm 

tskao for i^aotad in the history of athioai theory siiwia iiOBf 

I firopoaa to talsa thia oozieaptioo as ths atartinc*poiM of 

oy imuiry* for, I hsliawa that (i) aost oritioa of oatoraiiaa, 

for axaspia, irandt, Mara, fowiBin, Taylor , and aosia other 

asalysts, Iwiira hofigMra their niods ifoorci*# immIoI of oatwralifli 

and they taiia this oodol to ba the whola of othiosl ost'orsliiWi 

Ci*o», othioal hstwrslisn oar so as distiiifiiishai fim othiosl 

BStoralisB s im iioora}* hot only this hot also Ci) those 

' II 

athl^esl thSnhors who profiosa sawaral rsecoistntotioita of athioal 
iMtoraliso farry, and Bowoy) they also has# hofora 

thair BiaSa Moors* a oonooptioh of natoralian, aooh that thay 
aaoh to raooiiatriiet oatoi-alistio othioal thaoi*y ob tte aiMia Bodo|« 


Bthleal hatwrelisB ia a eortaih WsA of ttiaory ahoot tha 
BMiiiiK ahd loatif ioatioB of othioal |wdfe«oiits* o|Ji othioal . 






EthictaX natiarailMi mmy l»« dlaenuisiii •ptatmaologicalljr as 
an aiiawar to tlie <|tiaatioo» *iiow do wa know waluaat* Of | it nay 
to diaeaaaoi Xogioally aa m anawtar to ttia ^ii«atioii| *iiliiat 
io wa naan wliac wa aay tliat a aartaiii otjaat is goo4f a eartain 
aation ia figlKt* ot a obtain aatioo ought to In» Amn/f* *^Sm 
do wa Jaatify or aatatliah atMoai Xmigaaaata and athicai 
pritiesplasf* is a logiaal qiatation. kn athi^l natiaraXiat^ 
apiataigiol. 0 iiealiy| ia at ttm aaao timoi a natv-allat in ; / 
iBotaphysiaa alaof tnlaaa ha hoXda that wa mm. know amparnatural 
thinga MpUrifisaiif* k nataphyaicai naturaiiatp on tha othar 
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ai^toaoh in tin proaaat ia^wlty la XogioaI,i wm 


Caaihrldiat at tlia Inivaratty 








ill ol oX‘ aapijrie«i is 

th« fiimtioii Slid logifssl ststiis &£ sxprsssions ii^s sni 

»mh sction 1« good or rigid!;** ^ **guoii siid soeli sction is a iittf 
or otiglit to b« etc, ye also explore pliesitle relstione 

between ettiicai exprcuisionji end nstiirslistic ej^wsionsi 
ssiiic% tiiiiKstioiie liKCOy *How do we imetiijr etliieel expreseiomf* 
*Co we lustily or establish or virUy thwn by Means ol otluir 
ethical expreaalonsy oi‘ naturalistic expressions^ or by a 
conjcjietion oi both ethical and mtnralistic expressionat* 
these are logical %iiesti<sui| and they ahow tliat we study 
otMcal mturaliiMa froR the logical point of iriew« 
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E. MOOME 4111} ETfUClO, UmiUMm 


1 pieopmm to diaeuss im tiiia 6«E« iioora*s vi«ir 

•tliiaal. aataarallati* ifjr plan is < v m follovat Fljrat X «haXl 
stata nlwt Hoora iiaaiia wtiaa ha aai* that a aartaia athiaal 
tmm$ la iiat«iraXl.atie« sacoadlXiri I ahall dlaeaaa hla thaaia 
that athiaaX natmfaXiaa ia inaonaiatant tilth tha itoaaihlllty 
of any Ethlaa ahataaar* flnalXyi 1 ahaXX mmam'iam aif 
aafiiiinit* 

Throaglioiit tha ilaauaaion, wa ahall haat In nlnd that 
Moora ilscmaaad athleal natnralian onXy to find It iinaatlafaetoair 
aa m athlaaX thaoay* ha alalnad tOmmlS to ha an Intmltloniat* 
Kia intuit lonlMi^ honavaTf la dlatlngnlahad itm tha iatitltioiilaii 
yropar In two laiyortant aaanaatat o,naf ha danlaa that tha 
athlaal propoaltlona whlah ara anavara to tha (|naatloii| 

>¥hat hlni of aatlon onght wa to parfomt* aaa inaapahla of 

i 

proof or dlaproof hy any Intmlry mto tha raanlta of aatlonof 
hat ha afflma that tha athleal proiioaltloiia whlah are aaawava 

to tha tnaati^. *¥hat hind of thlnga ought to aslat for 

i 4 

thajur own aaliot* ate mnltlona* la aaiaf 


l) “JJJJt J|“j| Bt jglHia IWWt *» tJ" 
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«) tu*, »« X. 
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•my mmitm to tt tho tMogo 

•TO iood AS mmmf* or •Vimt Iclnd of setloiui 
ought vs to fMarforsit* jyi^ ospshiA ol proof or 
aisproof * thetf l»d«od| so mmy diffsroiit 
fsoiwidorsttoiui STA roXoAsut to Its ibrutli or 
fsXsAhoodi AS to AAt# tilt sttAfixiAiit of pTohabiXitjr 
wmy diffieuXt^ and thu attatiaiAiit of oortaiittjr 
SKpoasibla. hoAorttialoAa tha klad o f Airiiloiie«| 
vhieh ta both moAAaarjr and alona xmlmmt to smch 
proof and disproof • is oapahla of ajtaet dofinitioii^ 
Smeh anridonoA oust contain propoAitiona of two 
hinds and of two hinds oniyi it nost eonaiaty in 
tha first plaosy of truths with ragard to tha 
rasuita of ttm action in <|uoation * of oanaal truths 
* hut it mst jlM oontain athiaai trutlw of our 
first or s«i£*aviiont cisss. Umy truths of both 
hinds ara mtmwtf to tha proof that anp action 
ought to h« dona I and my othAr hind of ovidoneo 
ia whoUf irral«iraiit.» S 

**for anawara to tha fijat <|uaation i*a*y tha 
tuaationy 'ihat hind of things ought to sxist 
for thair ownaahat* or *Mtmt things ara good 
in thaasalaast* no raiaasnt auidanca whatavar can 
be addui^t from no othar truth, ancapt thansaiaaa 
aXona. can it ba infarrad that thap ara aithar 
trua or faXa#*, ® 

^acond f Kooffa does not uaa tha uori •intuition* aa a^iaaXant 

in naiming to aona aort of •cognition* y tut ha atipulataa 

that tha word ba uaad in tha sansa in i^ch it naans 

• inoapabXa of i^oof** lia aapsi 

*4gainy X wouXd wish it obaaraai thaty whan I csXX 
such plopoaitiona i«a«| propoaitiona which era 
anawara to tha tuaationy •What hind of thinga 
ought to sxiat for thair own aahaf* •l»luifim*| 

X mum na r aX f to sassrt that thtf ara incapabXa m 
proof t Txnply nothing whatavar aa |o tha o fPfw * ? or 
Ufltm of our aognitiona of thMi««* • 


no shall also bsar in uind that Moor# is concarnad with 
athicsX nathodologf* haaording to htey athiaaX naturaXiau 
ia **a partiaalar nalhoi of ai^oachini Sthica^* 8a aaia» 


•} IbM, Wf nilUta. 
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**2 imw» •lpprofiriftt«€ ttm mm ifsturaXlJMi to 
« pfortieiilsjr williDd of opfiroftohii^ Kthios * • Motliod 
wmMtkf ic im^noiotoii wiMh 

tlii |»o«oitil2ity of mnf Sthlc^i ifiwtoir«r«** g 


Wlwt ^o»m ttm notbod of Sotorolfmi itomiot tat 2t 

eoiMlota ia mibotltatiiig for «good* »m» aotarai profiortjri 

or •doftatag* good ta toimo of ooi^ mtarat loroportfi or 

Mtoafag by «good* ocme aotarsl proporty* 

**fMa Kotliod ooaotiito ia oabotitatting for *good' 
•oMO oa» proporty of o aotvrol ofi^oot or of • 
ooliootioa of aotaroi objoetof aaS ia tlma 
ropioiiiai Itbloa by soao oae of tbo aotarol 

a 

fo liiaotroto tbo aotaroliotio aotliod« 2ot m ogroo tbot 


|2> otbiool proportioo aro diffaroat froa aotiiral propartioai 
aad oloo tbot (t) 'good* doaotoa aa otbioai proporty^ whilo 
*p|^owiro*» for aaonpioi d^MotoO' a aatarai propia^ty* 
fba aataraitatia aatbod eoasiata ia flaying that (3> Piaaaaro 
ia goodf obara W naat ba tmkm to ba a atataaaat of tba 
aaaaiag or dafiaitioa of *good* ia tataa of *plaaaiir«*| 
aaob that obaravar *good* oeoata «• aay aubatitata *p2aaai^* 
for *good*t tbnaf aaaording to Moora, tba aataraXiatia 
aatbod analyaoa tba aaaaiag of* food* or dafinaa *iood* 
ia taraa of a aatarai tara iiba •piaaavra* , aaali tliat tba 
aaaartioa vpiaaaiira ia good* aad tbi aaflartioa *y2aaaara 
ia piaaaora* iMra to ba iogiaaliy atiiiaa2iffl!l« 


Half I Meora aialiui that tba aataraliatia aotbad ia 
iaaoaaiataat oitb tba peaalbilitf of any Etblaa vbatawt 
it rapiaaoa fttbiaa msem &m of tba batorat or aoaial 


itlaairaa ii aotb tbat **ita aotHiOLitaioaa ooiild ba ail aatabHabad 

iP|r IWWIWI lilplU* OwMVwSlrlllii Wra 
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f Ms slAla is not intsndsi to sxolnas tlw nso of 

onpiriesa. olassrvstion sni induotioa ifm my stltiesi imiMi'jr* 

Moons ststos ia discassing tlM tratli sad falsity 

of iaigsiBsals of duty tlist tiisy mmt iaelads in ssidsaos 

tasrsof two Minds of tnallis « Ca) stliiosl tnntlis sad <l>> 

U 

esassl tr%tlis« Csassl tsmtim tavolss snoiniosl olwsrvstion 

Mid indaotioa* is esassl troths slons srs not saf fioissi 

to Jaigsasats of doty to ba tras or fslss^ it folloiNi 

that sayiriosl astliod slons is not sMIioisnt to pros* tmtii 

or falsity of ladfafltsats of doty* FarthsTi lis doaios tba 

rslsvsaeo of say ssidsaes wtistossr for slKmiBg tnxtii sal 

fslsity of Iwdgansnts of iatriasie sslas* iosordiag to hiai 

saoli jadgsoMits srs intuitions in ths ssass tlist tlisy srs 

IS 

iaespslilo of proof or disproof* Ms ttasi slosrlyi assigns 
s linitsd Init dofiaits rols to ths soisntifia notliod ia 
otMesl iatmiry^ psrtioiilsrlyy otliissl rsssoaiag* 

l.st m ooBsidMT Moors* s Msin thst tlw astarslistis 
^oitliod is iasoasistsal with tlia possibility of say UMiw 
vlistasor* fo support tliis slsi«| lia anst show that whst hs 
MMcis oy IBS *astwrsiistis nstiiod* sad siso whst iis wiiMi 

tki. 4f sik "tt# sadP'At saSMi tiyiaaiadi 'SStiiit dli tui.* Mk. 'dp tHusk-dP 

H' 'ji» #0 osyLjf 9m%wP imvisil Hriwiii mi , 

esB show thst ths astarslistio nothoi is iaetaisistsal with 
ths possibility of sll lthiMi« 

Mo^ mm siroaiy soon whst Moors aosas by ths *iistiirslistis 
■sthoi* or *«lMosl astorsliaii* # AsaMriiag to hta* ths nollioi 

I* 

oomists ia dsfiniiwt *sood* ia toms of scmmi satirsl orosirty* 
III Iblif ipp 8Mf| €hipt«r f « 

Jwl jmJWf p* 

m XU«, », 40* 
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1^9 sliwlJl sikjp aev« alaoiit tlw wImiii w« discriMis tiii ]«»gi« 

of tli@ iMtoriilistio f«Iiai«y, For tlio prooont, m proposo 
to aiftciMS moorm*a concoptioo of Ethfeo, ana tlia ▼arloiui 
uppmonta tia puts forward in anpport of it« 


Koore dofinaa tHo provlne® of EtMea "a* ttm whole truth 
alioiit that whieh la at tM awe tine eoenon to all anoh 
i«a*i athloal IwAiaatenta and paanllar to than*** ^ That 


whloh U aownon and paotillar to all athleal iv&$mmvik» la 
denoted hy tha athioal iiradicata *«ood*« Mhat the athleal 
pradleate 'food* danotaa la a alnpla ohiaet of thonghti 
and It la thla alnpla ohiaot of thought whleh dlatlngulahaa 
Ethiea In twlng its peeiillar and dlatlnetlea amt^wlwattw* 


*That whleh la naant hy *«ood* ia| Inf ant § aoei^t 
Ita eonvarsa •had*, tha oali ainpia oh|aet of thought 
whleh la paenllar to BildfeP*. U 


f hla aimpla oh^aet of ttienght whleh la denoted hf tha athleal 

pradleata *iQod« la nalthar analyaahla nor daflmhlaf hixt l£ 

Ethlea la to ha dafload and dlatlngnlahad ffon othar atndlaa 

It laoat ha daflnad hy rafarenea to lt« fta ha miyai 

•HlHf f iFat ^nalnalon aa to tha amh|aetHaattar of 
EtMio la. than, that ttiajra la a alnala. indaf Inahla . 
nnaaalyaahla ohjaet of thooght hy roforoneo to wlHeh 
It wiat ho daflnad**# IE 

All athleal jtadfeamta Involvd a rafaranea to It l*a«9 to 

that whleh la danotad hy tha athleal predleata •good* # aad 

ethay ara enpraaolona of athleal Jndgasiaala aolaly haeanae 

If 

thay do io rafaif*** 


Why ^h»aa Moora thlah that tha athliml pradlwita •good* 
la a ati^lo notloiif sonaona nay put wp a oowtliir oioln that 
•iooi* la not a ainpla notion# Bow wlU Itoorai thant dafond 




Ills positicint in Isst, m hm gissn no s^mlnslvs x-sssons 

for tlw usssTtion tnst gooi is s sinpl« notion* porluiis 

no rossons wnstovior ean h& given for this sosortion* hll 

ttmt hs ss^ in support of it is thst (good* telongs to 

ths elsss of those torso whioh *Bro sisipljr sonothing which 

jron thing of or psrooivo, sni to snf ons who osmot thinli 

of or psrosivs thos« you csn novoTy hy sny g^iMtlohi 

ftslsi thsir asturo dst| this, loois in niwhsrs, 

Moore osnoot defend his thesis thst good is s sistple 

notion hj ssying only thst we gnow it intultivoly* for 

ths eonoopt of intnitios is not snslysshle in sny intelligihls 

toms* following itevensoni I will only ssy thst intniticN 

is no Bors thsn one of those •olohorstely sophistiested 
It 

f lot ions* which philosoicdisra liiie Moore hove hoilt up 
in ths mam of ooBO^i-seiise* Ii«noO| I tske Moore* s thesis 
thst the ethioel predieste •good* is s sinple aotiNi to hs 
hsssd on bis inspootiont hss not givon «iy good rossons 
for it* 

the NMnslysohility of * good* Is • oonse^NNOo of its 
siBplioit^y* the notion of •good* is slBplo| thereforoy it 
is not snolysshlo* to onslyso s eoneopty soeording to Mooroy 
is to hroeg mp ths ooneopt into its oonstitnonl ports* 
this sort onolyoisy howovoTy is possible only in ths moo 
of oenploi Botlone wiH^ ere ell eonpooed of perte* the 





mmmpt of *th» iood*| for du»oplO| is « ecHpXox cooooptt 
it is ooiistitiit«S of two port#! tlio concept of *iooA* woA 
ti» conoopt of fli^oforoy tMs eonoopt is Bmhlm 

in toms of *iood* ana * thins** Bnt| it is IspossiliXs to 
snsX|r«« tlMi oonespt of *eooa>| vhiOh is s sinpl# oonospt* 

Ths thssis Cs) that ths othiosi i^sdiosto *§00^* is 
nnsnsijrssbX# is not t&mhlm for tso rsssonsi fiQti this 
t has is I, spsNsrsntijr, is hsssi oa^ snd a«riv«a frcsi| ths 
tiissis (h) that *gooa> is s siaipi.# notion* Ms hsvs ssiui 
that thi thssis Ch) is Moors's assartion sasapportsd hf good 
reasons * Soow ons 0X00*0 impsotion nay toll hln tbs 
othsr irajr around sad haaeo tm asf sap that *|iood* is not 
a sinpXs notioii* Mo^Oi im timt «ssO| oannot dsfsad his 
thssis* is ths thssis (h) is iadofonsihXo« its oonsotnwiso 
ths thssis Cs) also oaitaot ho dofsndod* 

tiio^ ths sooeni ros^son for saying that ttis thasis Ca} 
is not tonahXo dsrivss iron Moors* s fsnXty oonosption of 
aatXiPis* it is fsnity boesuso it is too rostriotioo* lla^ 
ooneoptiim of snsiysis la sinliar to ths olianiat*s oonosption 
of analysis* Xn ohanistryi ons stsy snslyss s cmiponiii hy 
hrosliiiig it op into its sinpXs eonsittiwiil ports* iiid« thU 
oonooptioM nay ho sdo<insts in ths osso of thoss imnoopts oMoh 
aro analysahlo in toma of thair sonstitnoni oonoopts* 
this oonsoptlon of onalysioi howooot^ fails ns whom wo 
aro fsood with ths tmostion of analyst sl^plo o^Mopis* 
fhs «iionlst*s ttothod is not aidotosto luf ths awAyois of 
aliOlla aonaaptag or owon to ths aaalyalJi of ' 

asihy ot'hsr oonaapts w hioh aaiy mt 'ho siaoidi# Jhor thsir 



m 

•missis I If* wMy adopt • diff«r*nt; nattod* wm ft«y 
ttmm tjr dl*tiiigiii«l:ilng and aagrogatlog thorn trm otiiar 
mmmptBm I elaia that wm If th* atliloai 

pradioat* <iood* «ay tw aSapla notloRi ft Jla not on* of 
thoa* prodieataa wtticfe at® oMfealpaab].** 

Lot us now oonaidar tiooro** oLalai tiat ttm otMoaX 

proiioat* *iooi* la Indofinablo* 1 ® aajrat 

®|f i aa aaaod ^Wtm% la goodt* mjf aoainir ia that 
food la good I and that la tlia ond of th* aattat* 

Ot If 1 M mitsM *^kl^w ia good to tio doflnodf*^ 
my ohawfir la that it mmot b® daflfaid« and thia 
la all I havo to aajr aboot It* Bat diaappolntlnf 
aa th«ia amafara »aj apiMiatf thajr ar* of ttia vory 
laat lapottano** to roadora vho ata faalllar wllti 
phlloaophSo totBlnologyi I eati adpraaa thair 
iiap<^ta»o* by aayln^ that thay anooist to thlai 
' Tlait propoailloM about tha good ar® all of tlMo 
aynthatle and naaar analytiof and that la plainly 
no trivial *attar»* ^ 

It la Ittportaiit to axplloata th* aanaa In wMeh Moora 

(S ^ 

la danylng that tha athioal pradiaata «goodVA*fix*>^** 
C*) la not tallcing of *thi arbitrary vwrbal daflnltlon^i 
i,a«i atipulativa daf Initial ae In tha axpraaaloii| * «irhaia 
I aay •horao*, you ara to undar stand that I an 
about a hoc^od ttuMlrupod of tiK» foaaa B<iuiia* *«^ 

Ct) ior la ha talhlng of «tha varbal dafinitlon propor*|i 
IftaMy roportlao doflnitlon^ aa In tha axprosaloiii * *Whaii 
■oat mgliali p^pl* aay •liorao *0 thay no^ti a hoofad 
ouadruaad of tha aanna Bduna*^ *« ^ MMnra ia not aarlna • 
tfert 'tDea* ta laiatlBaM* In tiMaaOM ol aithar (l) aa 





Wlsm Mooto aaya that ^gaod* la l»didtlMiblO| Ca| ha la 


3.7 

of titi* eoiieopt dofiJMd (of on tte m€4ml 

of «niiiyi»i8)« E« »&f»t 

* When we deffnoi for esceiaiilOy the ooneept ■horse* 
we ffiSf mean that a certain ot>4ecty which we all 
of 118 linowy i® coapoeed in a certain rnmnum^ tteit 
it has four lega, a head, a heart, a liver ^ etc«| 
ete«, all of thm arranged in del ini to relations 
to om another. It is in this seisie tiwit 1 deny 
iipod to be delinable, 1 say that it is not 
ceeiposed of any parts, which we can s\;bs titnte 
for it in oiiT Blinds when w© ara thin&int of it*»,*^ 


^gai&y 


©there is nothing whatsoever which we couM so 
snbstitnt® for goodt and that is what,.l man. 
when 1 a«y that good is indefinable©,®* 


Moore reg»irds the sense (3) of •definition* to be the 

25 

■lost iaiportant sense, Let m see how Moore reasons ont 

his thesis that 'good* is indefinable. His reasoning is 

exhibited in the following passage of the grlncinis t 

©The stoat isiportant sense of * definition* is that 
In which a definition states what are the parts which 
invariably eonpose a cei'tain whole § and in this 
sense fiood* has m definition because it is sinple 
and has no parts. It is one of tlwise ismuaerable 
objects of thought which are theffiselves incapable 
of definition, because they are the ultiaate 
teras by reference to which whatever jU capable of 
definition aust be defined, «•• There is, therefore, 
no intrinsic difficulty in the contention that 
•good* denotes a eiapl© end indefinable quality©, 

Moore*s reason for the indef inability thesis is straightlorwardt 

The ethical predicate •good* denotes a aSaple notion, k siaple 

notion, beoauae it has no parts, ia not analysable, Any 

notion idiich ia not analyaable (that ia| breaicable into 

its eoiietiti;»bnt parts) ia not definable also* for, aoi^dliii 

to Moore, the concept of definability is no different Iron 

the concept of analyeability, such that to ay that a concept 

is unanalysable ia Mm ^nan fc aay that it is indefinable* 

yrir " * 

24) Ibid, p* S. 

25) Ibid! p, 2, 

26) Ibid, pp, ©*10, 



1ft 

■mm 

l tmvm ttirguoi m far ttunt two musaljri 

|I) that iooa is a slnplo mtioiif and (2) that it is 
iu»nalysahX#f ara »ot d«fensihl#« His third thesis is 
<3} that good is iiidefinahls* This thesis as 1 have 
shown ahosO| is not dilfaraiit (by definition) from the 
thesis C2}« Even if it wara diffaz'ant from C2)| it is made 
to hang on Ci) and i2}^ both of which are iiidafansible* 

It follows that (3) cfOTinot be supported bf (1) and (8)« 

Moreoirori there arc difficulties in Moore* a theory of 
definition* according to hi®| **a definition states what 

Zf 

are tha parts which invaiiabXf corapoae a certain whole*** 

It is in this sense that •horse* is definable ^ whereas 'h 
•good* is not defimble* Itoore clsims that this is tha 
moat important sense of •definition* * iioweirer, he does not 
giir#|f mf ressons whjr he thinipi that this ia the moat 
important sense of •definition* * Ttiis» againi aeems to be 
his ddeislon to use * definition* In a particular wajr and 
to call this uae to ba the most important use of the word* 

aecondlfi Moore conceives the function of ^fimtion 
in a queer wajr « X will illustrate his conception by tailing , 
the ethical predicate •good* as my esas^let lie seems to 
thing that toflefina that which is denoted by ./ •good* 
f** ^ s^titmte. f or that something else*, and, tltiS| he 
rightly claims I canim^t be donet for <tie quotes from Bishop 
Butler Ms motto) ••Ewirytlting is what it is» and not 
another thing*** S do not question the law of identity* 

X only wish to point out that this is not what Moore mays 


un i* »* 
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m So intim vm giir« a def inltiofi* urn So not Smtim tl)a 

innotatim nf *fitii*t v® onljr il«fin« tlia |.i»sui«tl.e mpfmmSom 

*goo^' in tnrma of ottior oqnifalont lini^niatlc nxprtasioiw, 

aneli ttiat ttia two «x:|}r@ssSoni mrm omtimlljr intarciiangoablo* 

ftei|| as a result of defining in tmem of g we nan 

.»b.tU»te «!«■«« o«w., .h«nr« »Md b.. It .nd 

onlf if l»otli and S,. asf tlie a&tte tiling* We do not 
1 ® 

define one expression in terns of another wiwure tlm two 
expressions saf different tliinis* 


lloore*a taoit assmption ia that in saying tint good 
is indefinstle wliat he is asserting is thst s real 
definition of *good< is not possible* By a real definttion 
he nesns analysis of t^hst which the predicate tgoad* denotes* 
fhis raises an toportant questioai What do we definef f^o 
we define the use of lincmistie expresaions or the things 
danoted by linguistic expraasionsf fhe answer depends on 
how one looks at things* We can do no better than state 
our poaitiont Bafinition is a dewice which is used to 
specify the mesiiing. of a certain word| siwbolf or expreaalon* 
there nay be other devices for specif ieation of neaningf 
but' definition is the aiost frequantly used one* In defining 
an express iony we state the conditions which are both necessary 
and sufficient for the application of ttm expr as ai<ui defined* 
this use of * definition* ceens to be the laost inportant uaeg 
because of its beii% the noat frequently ' nentioned for 
purposes- of specification of tteaniag*^%he etlii«Mil predicate 


BB) 


Cf * Keplaay gbrahw* f he Conduct of.., inaf |r y * Chandler 

f»ublis&|ig\i»piti»yyV:nfHSii^^^ liBii 

pp 7l*7i* i acleaowlclMC mi indebtedness to Prof* Esii3 
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in thi» sens® is ioi’ it is possible to 

stst® eacplleltli* t.n® conditions vhich si-a both necassaiy 
end stilflclent for i^s epplicetion* We ««F do this in tm 
weysi pmm ^ by #ttpi»lsting| end by reporting oii| tba 
conditions of its The second elturnativ® might prove 

to be extr«xr>ely ccmplicet^i but it ia not impossible* 
fprtteti the second elternetive, in fsct| hes been 

adopted by ethlcists lito Here®®, TotOmin^i St«¥eiaion®^l 

32 33 

Baier , and Prasad * 


It is clear that Moore*! theory of definition^ esaentiallfi 
is s theory of snalysiSi and that as a tlMK>ry of definltioni 
it Hisses the point » namely , that what we define is the nse 
of linguistic ejipressionS| and that we do not define thpt 
which a linguistic expression might denote* I have indicated 
ah alternative theory of definition ‘on which it is posaibl® 
to defliwk tise ethical predicate *good* in the sense of 
specifying lt« meaning by stating the conditions which are 
both Mcosaarf aitd suificiimt for the application of the 
exprMsion* 


1 shall now proeaed to conaidar mthar of lloora*8 
.arguments for the thesis that * •good* denotes something 
simple and Indef inablee The argmiit ia a valiant of 
gfiMfflla W proceeds es followei suppose 


Iff 

m: 


ttliiiriiimn fi ib> 

mmWwm A#li 

fonlmia 




0*lli*P* Clffiff)* 


») Ethli* «m LMUtMmi. X»l« onivaraltr 

S8} rxM*d, kT^ndrat CMUBant ef_i}ao< t to bo mtbllolMA. 
B.1M, W, Dnlw.lty 

M) Keoro, O.S., PjImIiiIo gthloo. CJIJ>. (1>I03}| *. U. 


• fooS* <!o3s not denote lomethlng 9iBipI© and 

Ilian, th 0 i.'o «ra oniy two altarnstlvasi that good la a 

ecMPplax '^andl. wa we not swe of the oorfeot anelysia of it| 

or twQt ttot good means nothing and there la no anch antojoct 

aa Ethiea* Both these alternatliraa, hoyevar, falsa* 

tharafore, tte t'heais that *good* danotaa somathlng aijapla 

and Indaflnahie la established* Ha sa^at 

eXn fact. If it is not the case that *good* daiiotaa 
something simple and indeflnabia, only two altar natlvaa 
are EHsasiblet ait liar it is a ccsuplax^a givan whola, 
abont the correct analysis of which thaie may ba 
dlsagraamentf or else it means nothing at all, and 
there is no anbieet as Ethlca*”^ 


again, 


eihare are. in fact, only two aarioua alternatives 
to ba conaidarad, in order to eatabliah the conclnaion 
that *good< does denote a almpla ax^ indefinable 
notion* It ffiigM possibly denote a complex, as 
• horaa* ioaai or it might have no iManing at all* 
iaithar of these posaibilities has, however, bean 
clearly conceived and sarionsly maintained, as such, 
by those who preama to define goodt and both may 
be diemiaaed by a aSaple appeal to xactsa«^ 


Moore rejects the first alternative, vis*, that good 
ia a ccMiplex about the correct analyaia of which there may 
ba diaagreamant, "by conaiderationa of the fact that, 
whatever definition be offered, it may be always aakad, 
with significance, of the complex so defined, whetlMT it la 
itself good"*^^ This ia what has been called Moore* a 
Open Question argnment* any definition of *good*, for 

inetance, the definitiwit to be good means to be pleasant, 
or •good*^df« * pleasant* « Given this definition, wherever 


«« usii *ie}oi* m tpIensiMEKt* for •good*, such 

thst to sft^ that i» good* is to ssy that is plaasant* « 

This dafloitioo of *good», howavar, is unsatisf actor yg It 
says that both 'good* and *p%aasaiit* danota tha sai»® thing 
which in fact Is not tha c^ so ^ y or , in 1 css a oi t ho 
gif on dofinition of good in torns of ploasant it can always 
bo significantly asisodt Is which is pXoaaant good? If 
the giwoii dofinition were satisfactory «. in which the 
daf iniendisci an^ the definions say the sane thing «• than 
this sort of cinostion cannot bo aalbod, as it cannot bo 
as tod in the caso, for ®xaoifIO| whore *fonr< is doflui^ 
as oquioalont to *two odM to two** 

flio open <|u«stion sTgunoitl, howowor, ioos not do the 
Job which Uooro dosiras it to do* It dons not show that 
good is not coffiplox, but sisflo and indefinablo* nhat it 
nay, at boat, show is t!mt good is diff«ront froa plaasant 
but nothing also* To say (e| that good is diffarant froai 
plaasant ia not tha sane thing as saying C^) that good ia 
not ccnplan taut siapla and indafinabla* Mor doas fa) inpiy 
or awan anggast (b)* For, this raaaon, I oomidar iioora*a 
opan (imastiofi argnmant to be inconclnsiva* 

hia sacond argimant to establish (X) fsras no bettar* 

Tha argianant is that •*any ona can aasily convinca htesaXf 
by inspaction that tha predicata of this proposition 
[tin* I Thst wa should dosira to dasira 4 is goo^ • *iood* 
is posItiwaXy diffarant freo tha notion of 'dmiring to 
dasira*wliicti antara into Its ambjacti *TiMit wa ahottld dasira 
to dasira 4 is good* is ao| naraXy aqnivsXaiit to *fhst 4 shonid 
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m mm&ntng whatsoever « f© reject this alternative^, 
he fives two arguaientas One Iron intuitive ina{»ection| and 
the other from eoeeioiiitaense* He aajrst 


a) "Whoever will attentively conaider with hieiself 
what ia actually before hia nind when ha aaka 
the question *la pleesure (or whatever it may 
be) after all good?* can easily satisfy hlaaelf 
that he is not merely wondering whether pleasure 
is plesasnt* fnd, if he will try this sKperisiimt 
with each sufgested definition in suceessioni 
he may heeoate expert enough to recognise that 
in every case he hus before his nind a mique 


ohJect, with regard to the connection of which 
with any other object, a distinct question nay 
he a8lted.t*39 


again, 

h) "Every one does in fact understand the quoation 
• Is this good?* has a distinct meaning 

for him, even though he msy not recognise in 
whet respect it is distinet«"go 

Both ths arguments (a) and (h), I agree, do show that good 

has a meaning* The Ca) msy also show that good is different 

froai pleasure* Moore, however, seems to draw more hy way 

of thi conclusion tlmn ths evidence of intuitive inapeetlM 

er of eoiBtton*aense can allow hist to draw* For, ttw conclusion 

that he draws is that good is different from pleasure and 

also that good is a vnique oh|iict» Even if it were granted : 

that the conclusion that good is a unique ohJect can he 

horna out, it can searcely he horne out that good is sinpl# 

and inXefinahlo, the conclusion he is so anxious to estahlish* 



1 lom , 9 lo* 

39> Ihid, p l«* 

my ihid, pp 


iirineiploa l»«coa«x nithor or 

aboijit ttm of thm word *iood*| 

tiiat roporto on ia«Ae«« 

H) But, mthlml p^imXplm mt% mXttm tentologloo 
nor rii|iort» on naagot tlwijr »r« and 

iMivor oniil^tlc or oaoiantjloal pro|»oaitJlono« 
e) fter«£or«| *«oo4* t» indofinablo «» «!•«« 

i> 1% follow# tmm Co) tlmt •good* i« nimnalrioblo* 
o) Bteoeoi It follows froM (i) tliat *good* %» « 


oJ«plo IlOttOllM 






k im eoBmenta iird lately e&lloi tors O.m f 
I imvm ktiown karli®r tlMt| ©ccoraiiig to iiooro, to »ajr tliat 
a mtion Is indsflnabla is to say that It Is unsmlyssblaf 
sod eonvsrseXy slso^ to say that a notion is imanaiyaalalo 
is to say tl»t it is inflafinabl©. Hooca, (c) m€ (&) sbov# 
say irirtualXy ttm seme tMfig* 

Jjig, the passage irm (c) or (&) to (a> is Xogical, x»dt 
factwli si.ch that to aey that ^ la indefinable or ^ is 
sjaanaXy sable is to say timt ^ is simple* 

three, there is a aiffictiXty about fcoorc»8 use of the 
eord •liiaefinable* in Ce> above* Orainarily, the word meaM 
• cMsnot b© deliised* such that when it occurs in the sentence 
•Good is indefinable &©*• the sentonce, on the face of it, 
is isndorstood to mean ^Good cantiot be defined** ©r •It is 
iapossible to define .good*** Following Moore | however, the 
passage from (a) and (b) to (e) does not seem to bear out 
this meming of * indaf inable* • for (a), (b), and (e) 
whan read aa integral parts of the same argument nay maiiiit** 
a<) If you defined «{ood* as something else (that 
is, if you committed the naturalistic fallacy), 
then you reduce ethical principles either to 
tautologies or to reports on usage* 
b<} But, ethical principlea are naithar tautologies 
nor reports on usagef Celter natively, ethical 
principles ought mt to be reduced either to 
tautologies or to reports on usage) * 

««) fherefore, you ought not to define good as 
' sometMng else (that la, ona ought not to commit 
the naturalistic fallacy) * 





«») It foiloM* fro® («•) tliat ‘good* oiaglit not 
to 1ii0 eoiilfaiod In torns of 8o®o otlsor notion* 
o*> Honcoi it followa fro® (d*> tl»t *gooa* onght 
to bo oonsiSored to be a sS®pIo notion* 
on thi« «naIysiS| Moor#*s tbodis that ^good* is inaofinsblo 
&o* p ttiTiis ont to bo not a roport on facts but a p.gQ..tffi»sI 
tiiat *good* ongbt to b® troatsa as o nnsnolyoabl®, 

smS ir^afinabio notion* 

In til® fovagoing analj^alSp I bate aasuneti tbat tbe 
naturalistic fallacy consists in defining «good* as scmatMng 
alsa* I propose to show in the natt section thst this 
reaily is th# casei that according to Moorep the naturalistic 
fallacy conaiata in defining 'good* as sonathing else* 


does the .naturalistic fallacy cowlat iw? ftpparentljfi 

41 

hoof-e has not given lust one answer to this question,^ 
i<le nay note at least siiv of theat* 


a) **lt nay bt true thst all things which are good are 
also sonething else »»•* And it is a faetp that 
ethics sins at disc4>vering what are those other 
properties belonging to all things which are good* 

But far too nahf philosophers have thought that whm 
they nfmed those other properties they were actually 
defining goodf that these piopertlesp in faetp 
were sinply not tot her « , but absolutely and entirely 
the sane with goodness* This view I propose to 
cell the *naturallEtic fallp cy* ^ 

bl) "And if anybody tried to define plsasure for us 
as being any other natural ob|ect| if anybody were 
to aayp for instaneop that pleasure iwiaiii the s^sstion 


41) For evidence* see snong others* 

1) franliena. *Ttw Hsturafistie Fgllacy*. IjUif 

^ 4B ClWSl * «p * mmmmmm 

S) iakhiiilbisnt Beorgep *on the Haturslistic Fallacy* in 

Castaneda and Beorge Kakhniician) p Hayne State University 
fresa« Betr.oit*sip Michigenp I96@i im l4$*ldB 

•j^x>re*8 liatiiralisli 


r #. « mw 

Csuthier* B*p«p 

Qt.g*y Fo! 4» Mo* 4 CCetober 1967)* 


c f aimyl 



of jrod. and ware to iMroceei} to daduce from t2)at 
tliat plaaanrd ia a ooXoiaTy wa albould be entltlod to 
Xaufiti at Mm and to diatrtiat hia future atatomonta 
about pleasure. Well, tlmt vouid be tbe aaae fallacy 
wMch I iiaire eaileS the naturalistic faliaey.. 


bii) **!£ I were to imagim tluit wben X said *1 am 
pleased* I meant that I was exactly the same 
thing as * pleased*. X should not indeed call that 
a naturaliatlc fallacy, although it would be the 
aame fallacy as X haee called naturalistic 
with reference to Ethics. "Stm reason of this ia 
obvious enough. When a man confusea two natural 
obfecta with one another ^ defining the one by 
the other I if for instance j, he confuses himself, 
who is one natural object ^ with * pleased* or with 
'pleasure* which are others,, then there is no 
reason to call the fallacy naturalistic."^ 


bill) "But if tm confuses *good*f which is not In 
the same sense a natural object, with any natural 
object whatever, then there is a reason for 
calling that a naturalistic fallacy." 4S 

c> "this [l.e., naturaliaticl method consists in 
substituting for *good« some one property of a 
natural object or of a oollaction of natural 
objeetai and in thus roplacini Bthica by some 
one of the natural science#''.^ 

d) the naturalistic fallacy » the fallacy which 
conaiats in identifying the simple notion which 
we mean by •good* with some other notion,"^!? 


What these tuotatiens from (a) to (d) say, may be 
reforMlatei as followat* 

II Pgf •*•**•• **^ •^t of properties 
whttre pj Bow, to define in teraia of Pj 
CuMch i. the same thing a. aaying that P,= P^ ) 
is to commit the naturalistic falls ey* 


S mftrn, a.s*, C.B#. 1 10. 

Xhidf p Am* 

Ibid, p IB. 

Ibid, p Wm 
Ibid, p 

471 XMit; p iB« 


»•) f© dofin© •good* by wmiag Bom property other thafi 
•good* and tlms (in aXfaot) saying that *0ood’ and 
th@ property other than good are idantieal is to 
cowiit the naturalistic faXlwey, 
bi) To duiina • piaaaui a* , ior axiaipiai which is a 
natnrai ob4@ct by soeie other nattiral obi act is to 
coomit the natijralistic fallacy* 
bii) to eoQfnaa any two natural obiacta (thnsi in affect f 
saying that they arc identical with one anothar>f 
and than to dafina one by the other is not the 
naturalistic fallacy* 

biii) To coefnsa *'good* which is not a natnral objact 

with any natural obiact, (tlaisi in offset , saying 
that the two are identical with one another) ^ 
and than to define •good* in teres of the nstnrsl 
obiact is to coBwit the natnrslistic fallacy* 
e> To snbatitnte for •good* sobs property of a natural 
obiect is to BoeiBit the natnrelistic fallfty, 
d> To idantify the siaiple notion denoted by *£006* 

■with so«« other notion is to conBit the natnralistio 
fallsBf, 

In Moore y what is defined are tha .dMaotaia of llngiiistic 
expresaions in terns of their constituent partSf snd not to 
the wse of linguistic expressions theBsalwdSi ilsof *to define 
^ in terns of X,' *to substitute X ^or X 

occur ranees of Xt where X in e>^ analysis of X terais of 
its constituent perts (cell tt^® #*♦*! Xg|) Baneeforth 

X shall' call Moore* s thia theory of defii^tlon the •Ontological 


theory of definition* • 
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y« tfm ow dinciyiKioiik (M) 

And (Ml), hmmmm tlniy eontfadiet «fi€lt otiittr, (bill) and 
(6) virttuHIf sa^ ttm »m& thlngf 

o) To dmiim *good* whlcli is not e mtiaral piroporty 
oi mm& natni'&I ob^oet in ol ao»o natural 

proiMKrtf of a natwol ob4«et is to ccKwlt tba 
astni’slistlc Isliaejr* 

Wo ttXiifiinftto from our dlscuaalon (o) olao, beoauao it is 
mor@ ttmn Xooro would allow It to bo. Tliioto 

roiiain now (a) and (d)» Both t2«isO| nowowori do not 
laaiio wari' dilfarant aaaartionai comi&orimg tliat, for 
Moor a, is a sinpla notion, and tlmt te holds ttoa 

ontological thaof jr of dafinition* fha assartion whieii 
(a) and (d) nalia isi 

f) To dafina ♦«ood» in taraia of any otbor notion is. 
to co»'.it tilt natursliatie fallac 3 r« 

Lat na try to olucldata (a)i It Ims two parts t«» 
ai) •Oood* ia not a natural proparty of sons natural 
oli|act« aii) To dafina *go 0 d* In tarna .of scMaa imtural 
proparty of a natural objaot ia to ciamit tlm natursliatie 
fallacy* Considar (ai)f *Clood> is not a natural proparty 
of ac«a natural oMaet* Moora finds no difficulty in saying 
whicn objaets are natural oblnnts* in oblaet is said to 
ba a natural objact if it axists in tinai an oblact is not 
a natural oblaet if it doss not axist in tina*'^ flia 
tuaatioii| laywavaTi of diatingufabing natural fron aonnatural 
propartiaa of natural ob|act« ia difficult to answar* foTi: 


40) Xbid| pp 40i4l* 
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MoGsm boMs tlmt tgooa* is a |>roporty of cortaio nat-ural 

objocta, ttiMl yot it Itaalf la not a natural propsii'ty,^® 

In tba Prlncipia . he fonsiuiatea throe teata for eaying which 

property is e natural pr'operty and which pX'operty is not 

a natural proc^rty* fhese teats aroi* a) HatitoMl properties 
50 

exist in time* b) •’they i.#*, nstnral properties ore 
in fact rather parts of which the natural ebleet is eade up 
than aer® preilcatea which attach to lt“*®^ e) hattiral 
properties era substantial and i,iwe to tiw natural object 
all the substance tMt it has»^ He endeavoured to elucidate 
these criteria further whan ha sugiestofl that natural 
properties aay be i^eacriotivo of the Intrinsic nature of 
the natural object of which they are predicated such that 
if one could emsiierate tho natural properties of a 
given object y one would tove given a ccaplete description 

of it«. and would not need to mention any predicates of 

fiS 

value it possessed^ 

these criteria came isider heavy attach from Moore« a 
critics*^^ater y ha even asiied himself the (meat ion whether 
*^d* wss the name of a quality •^In ipte, he admitted tint 
his criteria of saying which properties of a natural object 
are natisral properties were all unsat iaf actor y.®® 


Ibid. 

Ibid. 

Ibidy 

Ibid, 


p 41* 
f 41# 
9 4l« 

4. PAS. 9 41 
Moore, (l«i 

EliaaiaBM 

liondohi I©; 


tfhe Cmiception of In^rinaic falue* in hie 
‘ ioutledgi and Eegaa f*«til htd*, 

If pp aS3«a75| p 274# 


M) Mww, 0,B,, U K«ply to My CMUoo* JB ifiajuuafaila, 
yt g.i. Moolo fM. scMUii. p,), awttoa S, kwSiii ot 
* natural* « pp o8l«»ew2. 
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Maii^ mntmpoxe^y atMcai c»l tte opiialofi tiuit 

tha diatlMtioB batwen natural and mnnatural propart iea 
of natural objects cannot be drawn satisfactorily | for 
ttm attoapt to draw tbe distinction Involiraa ttia aiiaconceptlon 
that ‘iood* is a proparty»word.®® My csonclwlont tl»refora| 
la tiiat Moore has not been able to maintain the ttosla 
Cal) that *good* la not a natural property of some nattral 
ob|act, I may remarlti however, that the concept of * nonnatural 
property of natui'al object* Is not explainable In any 
intelllglblo way, aueh that tim aaaartlon that there exlat 
nonnatural properties of natural objects does not seen 
to maiie sense* 


fib) iloore, G»£*t *2a Goodness a Qualltyf* in his 
l^pp bra , Goliier SooIks, Mew loriiL' 

50) Moorei *1 Meply to My Critics* tp-- 

filJaia Hd* p, Gohillp, Mvanston Hd 


Chicago t l@4a« 
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Prasad I Mijendrsy *l^ealuative. Factual, and Bef erring 
Expressiona* , the presidential Address to the History 
of Philoaophy section. Indian Philosophical Coniresa, 
41at session, Pecenbar 1II07| published in the Yiava* 
]^ha||ti Jour nel^^ PMloeopIto^ Yol* Y, lo I, AugSariSttl 
pp T8«i8| pp7$Ml^ Prasad* however* presents a diffaren 


He holds that value words 


Ppf !»•«»/# 

view of the situation. 

refer to properties, Imt he <iualifi»s his view by 
saying that this is not the only or the main purpose of 
their use* lie ea^lieates the difference between 
valua«*aApressio»c and factual expreasiona, not in 
tema of their referring use, but in terns of the 
difference of the pur.pQses for which they are ueed* 


0l 

ihC 



Wo loiiiio intact* Wo mw have to conoidor wMcIi 

of tbo two xefflsiniog anowors (eii) ona (i) &Mixma Mooro*« 
conception of naturalistic fallacjf* lot m recapitulate tl» 
two alternatives {• 

ieii>t It states tHat to aefine *cooi* in terais of 
mmm natural property of a natural object is 
to coonit ttie jnaturaliatlc fallacy* 

Cf) I It atataa that to i!efine *ioo(S* in terns of 

any other notion is to eosmit the naturalistic 


fallacy* 

Claarlyf (eii) is s special case of Cf>* that (f) has baen 
the guiding principle of Moore's analysis of 'good', there 
is no doidit about it* We nay a step still further and 
say that (f) derives from Moora'a notto (taten free 
Bishop Butler) I Everything is what it is and not anothar 
thing* Finally I lieepini in view hie ontological theory 
of definition where 'delitiition* neans substituting one 
object for tnother object which is different froo the 
first I and also his thesis of the absolute simplicity of 
• good'y Moore must call any definition of 'good*, whether 
that definition is in terms of nstural predicates or othar 
than natural predicateS| an instance of the naturaliatic 
fallacy* itjf vieW| therefore, is that, according to Moore, 
the tmturaliatic fallacy consists in defining 'good' 
in terna of any other notion* this is the same as If) 
above**® 


ft) Aceording to CMiuthier, ^on Moore's account the naturaliatic 
fallacy "ia nor a properly conaidared to be the f el lacy 
of isipropor definition * of ii&mtiitiM tee objects 
which are diatinef# C®cnthier* Bavid F«* 'l^ore'a 

fatural^tic Fallacy* 

Uo, 4| Ms* 4 Ctetober Itdf) , p fl*»Bia view la the aame 
aa nty |a') above* 




Moor© dal** that ** ths natureXistlc lallaej? reducai 
what i» mmi as a fuDdamaiitel principle o# Ethics either to 
a tautology or to a stat©B®nt about the laeaniiig o£ a nord"*®^ 
It is tMa clalJB vhioh is sat against ethical naturaliaiB* 
fha mtui' alia tic aiatiiod is dmiimd (by Moora) as that 
isathod which analyaas the athical predicate *good* in 
tarns of softa other pradicatas* In dafining the athlcal 
predicate *good* the aathod coemita the naturaliatic 
fallacy, fha fallacy has the ieimadiata consa^iuanca that 
tim iuadm&ntBl prtmiplm of Ethics are reduced either 
to a tautologies or to statesents about the maauing of 
the word *«ood*» Since both tautologiaa and atatementa 
about ttm neanix^ of wordi are non^athical in ctiaractaTi 
ethical principles y when ttsiy ere reduced to theni no 
longer renaiti ethical,^ The point of the argunant la that 
the naturalistic iiethod in defining the et.hi<^l predicate 
*iood« by comaitting the naturalistic falls cy leads to 
the deniDal that there are ethical principlmi. In othar 
wordai it l^Nlv to the position that what ^la calls 
ethical prineiplea really are not ethical principles 
but nerely are either tautologies (thst is, analytic 
atatenents) or atatenents about the neaning of the word 
•good** Finally, since in ths absence of ethical prlmiplea 
one cannot have Ethics, the naturalistic netliod in this 
awaae ns baa StMcs Inposaible* 


luct ua conaidar what iioore ia aaying when h* claint 
that the naturalistic fallacy reduces ethical principles 
either to tautologies or to atatenents about the neaning 
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dt tim word *£ood*« elate |ji %tmt %tm Baturalialie 

■letM coiwits ttm imtur alia tic failaejf| nMcIi ciiameea 
athieal peimtplm to athlcally noii^sigxiifieant propoaitioiai, 
falca, foe oxamploi tlie |>roi»o»itlon *Ptea»m '0 t& goo4*« Tliia 
peopositioOf Mooea IioteSi dofiMa •good* in tersie of • pl«MB»uer®* 
and therofoeo, i« an teoisfcity projiositjlon**^ 4a idaatfty 
proposition is a taatology* faatoiogies do not gi¥o 
laforBstloR about aoap linguistic states of affair®. 

Specifically, they do not haira saay etliical slgnlflcanc©. 

Ethical priaciplasi howaveri arc used as raasons in justification 
of at Meal judgaaents* Such raaaons ara atatad as significant 
propositions. If ethical principles sara tautoXogias, than 
ttefy cannot parforat the function of justifying, raasons* 

Steilar is the case slth statcaant# about the naaning 
of tha Mord * good* . If it is said that no definition of 
•good* is a tautology, than, teoore contends, tha only altarnatise 
which is left opan is to say that the definition is a statanant 
of the ftoaning of the word *good*. that is to say, tha 
definition is a ststaeant of, or the report on, how the 
word •good* la ordinarily used. Such reports on usage of 
tha word fiood*, howawar, era athically nen*signlfiesiit. 
f harefora, they cannot fut^tion as ethical principles which 
by definitioii, are athically significant propositions. 

X will show In the course of the arasant atudy that it 
was a groat siaundarstanding on the part of Uoora to 
have regarded tha propoaition •Plaasura is good* as 
an idmity propoaltioiit 

Xoora appears to usa tha asprassion *ldaiility propoaition* § 
•analytic propoaition*, *atatanaiit of dafinilion*| and 
•tautology* alnost aynoninoualyii 


"tlwjr Lthat i», mthlc&l «r® »il bo 

ikiixioiitf to poxsuAdo txs tlittt wJbst tiioy coll tlio good 
is wtmt m xoBlly oug}%t to do« *BOy pxiiy^ ttct »o. 
teco'osc tlac ¥oxd *good^ is goner ally used to donofo 
Actions oi tMs nstiiro*'t suchp on tliis Ltiist iB| 
naturelistic J would to tim substsneo of thoir 

toacMng, And in so f»r os thoy toll ns liow wb 
oxtght to «cty tiaoir tioicning is truly otMcsly as 
ttey nosn it to bo* But laov {forfoctly absurd is 
tim rossoa tboy would giro for it ‘iou «r© to do 
tMs* boesuso Host pooplo uso s eoi'tein word to 
doQoio conduct such ss this* . *You sro to ssy the 
tMng which is not« because most pooplo cell it 
lying* * That is m srgumont just ss u,oo& m My dssr 
sirs* vhst wo want to tnow from you ss othicsl 
tesemrsy is not how pooplo uso a word} it is not 
arshi what Itind of actions they epproro. which is 
tiui \^so of this word *good* asy cartsiniy imply t 
whst wo want to know is simply what jyg good*** ^ 


1 share agroamont with Mooro on tha point that ethical 
principles must bo ethically significant propositions* Ka 
ojcprossas this point in the assertion that ** pro posit ions 
about the good aro all of thm syntJsitlc and narar ««alytic**»®® 

I m&:m with Ms also m the point that atMcal principles 
function as raasons in justification of ethical ludgeezants^ 
and that tiiay cannot parform this function if they wore 
roducad olthor to tahtologios or to stataments about the aaanitig 
of the word *good*| both of which lack ethical signif iciuice* 

If the naturalistic fallacy reduces athiesl principles to 
athically nop^signifioant propositionS| then tMs Ss a wary 
sarious dafaet of the naturaliatic method and wa must avoid 
it if we want to hare Bthics* 

hat us ask the «iua«tioni Is this defect a logical dafaistt 
Xa the naturaliatic fallacy a logical failacyt l*rom the 
swmre atatamant of the naturalistic fallacy it is not quite 


ff) cif»oa)| p ia« 
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appafeat that th^ asttsrallstic fallacy raally is a lo6i«®3l 
fallacy* What ve can say is that It consists in dafixiine 
•good* at soiaothing also,'** In any dafinltion It i« 
naosEiii'y that both tha Safiniem and tha AafinianSm sro 
logically aquivalentt that the <Sefiniana €oos net aey atof« 
oi* lass than the del ix^aneSw* If the dafiniens tays aoro 
thill the iefinienfiiMi the definitior? will be too wldaf if 
it aays leas than the daflniendii®, it will be too narrow. 
Consider what is done when the nstnreliftic fallacy is 
committed. Clearly^ what is done is that *good* is defined 
aa soaetliing elfo. The groteatneneas ©f this sort of 
definition is aad*:^ glaringly obwions if we write the 
statenent of definition of *good« in teres os what it ia 
not aa follows t 

*(Sood<=daf; lkin«»iood C£or instance | pleasure) » 

It needs no saying that in this definition the defixiiendnn 
says one thing and the definiena another, in other words | 
the definiena is not logically equtiwalent to the difiniendiB. 

It is thns clear fron this analysis thst in cosMitting the 
naturalistic fallacy we are coamitting a fallacy of dalinitiont 
henca a logical fallacy. 

Igaini there are consequences of cofamitting the 
nsturalistic fallscy which ere logically disquieting, 
for^y if the naturalistic fallacy is cowilttsii than the 
fundieiental principles of ethics are reduced either to 
tautologies or to statements of the neaning of the word 
*good% both of whichf however , ere ethieelly noiMiignifieaat* 
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^4 tarn so to othicsllf oocwsi^niXicsiit ststemoxitsg tim 

firixieiplos cfioxiot do tl3d Job of rossow for tho ^uttificstior* of 
•tlilosl I'od.iODoxits* Boosuso if snjr priziclplos ere to bo utod 
»s rsssoos for othiesl |iid||^ontS| tbon ttmy thonaoiiros aisst bo 
sigbif iesot propositioi^t In Hooro's words , thojr 
amt ulm$u bo s^ntliatie mf. nmm amlitio propositions* 

FiirtIiorittoi''©| if til© Bstiirslistic fsliscs- is c»iittcid bf 
dsfiuixif *^od* as umMhliig ©iso« it is than lnpossibJLo to 
rosoliro othical disagraemont except bjr percuasicm* For| 
fifon my dafitiitioii of «eood* in tarns of what *goo^* is not| 

Wit is tlisn inpossiblo oitbtx' to px*ovo that any otiior definition 
is wrong at mmn to deny smcti definition^* 

Finally the naturalistic fallacy is a Xogleel fallacy 
in the sense in wMcIi * logical foliacy* is eqniwalent in nsaning 
to a f fallacy arising ont ol tM atnalysis of tibe logical betiavionr 
of ^good* * M lioore seens to be saying that *good* is one 
concept which cannot be wxalysed ax^ hence any analysis of it 
is bonnd to ba fallaeionSy and thareforsi the naturalistic 
f aXlacy is a logical fallacy*. ¥hat scans to happen wlwwi we 
define *good* is that we assnnic nnaweras that the logical 
behaeionr of thefithical predicate *iood* is sinilar to the 
loiiical behaviour of the naturalistic * predicates 

in terns of which it is defix£si| My calling the attenpt 
to define *good* fallacious | lfoor«| it sains to noi is 
ciialleniixig this asstMptioni ani eaying that xao such 
asswiption is true* 


ifluAji <*ik' "liil 



My coaela$ioii, tlier®f©r#i, is tlist the nsturfaistSc fellscy 
is a lofcicftl fsllsey* €oiisia«r the qiidstioi), *Cfiii ©tMcai 
BsttjtrslJs® «¥oif the aattirslistic fsllacyt* «y answer ia 
thet It dspanda* If one accepts ethical nstnrtltsfi ©n the 
line* of Moore's thlnfeing, ttsen It is a ta^rtelo^gy to say 
that natwaXlftlc asetlioa ccmiiKlta tlia ntturelistic fallacy , 
or to say that the fn^tho© la such that it cinmt etreifi 
tha naturalistic fallacy, Th# r©?9son why It ia a tautology 
to say so is that ?4oorc defines the natur fills tic 'method 1» 
such a way that it cactssirily commits the naturelistic 
fallacy, ieeoraing to aoorej the naturalistic aelhod "consists 
in defining 'good* in terms of some one property of s natursl 
object or of a collection of mtufal objects",®® In other 
isordSf the method consist a in|aefinlng 'good* in terms of 
whet it is not, gnd, this is precisely what the naturalistic 
fallacy consists in • it consists in defining 'good* as 
something else. It is clear , thusi that on Mocre»s account 
the ass«rtion that ethical naturalissi comnits the naturalistic 
fallacy is an analytic jproposition* fhareforci it is futile 
to ssb| 'Can ethical nsturalis® scoti the nsttufaliatlc 
Isllscy?* end seele. to snsweii this ^uestiem after one 
has already defined ethical naturalism ^ Moore# 

We now haee a complete picture of what Moor© is saying 
ethical natural isisy This picture ia capsuled in 
his cryptic assertion that ethical naturaliss is inconsistent 
with the possibility of any ithics whatever^ Me have seiHa 
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ttist tm aefinod otMcai mttji’aliam »& cotxtxadictoJrjr of ilia 
iefialtloai of Ethieg| oucli tl«t otMeal oatijralimi bf 
iof|.&ltioii| ia donlal of «XX otMcs. If mo aeeopt Moore* o 
dofintion of otMcal nstiiriiilsffi tcfg&ttm vitli Ms eoiiceptJ.011 
of EtMca, then it is on oinriouo trnimi to sum tbot otMoal 
rHitiiroliaii io iaoooaistant Mith tHe posoibilltf of all 
otliico* I imvm Bbom^ ttmt MCfOra^a orgmeots iis 

onpport of Ms theoxi of ethicS| «t beat, ate inconclusive* 
Hio baaie argumeut froe intuition is no more then an 
expresaion of tim attitude •Airee-wlth-oe, or^mstj tiiis«i»» 
what«i>l*c«ll»f*:tMcs«and|^tMe&l*lfaturalia!i* * I have ^et 
to shoM that Ma view of ethicaX naturalism ie pot oMy 
too reitriotive, tmt it is false also* 1 shall do tMa in 
the course of tim prosaist iwiuirjr. In tl» nest ©luiptar, 

1 sMll dlscuas a .. variant of athleal atturalisM 
conceived on Moore*an aodel * 
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CHAPTEB 2 


mwmm m * ought* fkom ms* 


In tlifi prttcddlliig clmpter, I tttmH to aiiov that Mooro^o 
natural 1st ie fallacy argmant laavaa opan tlia possibility 
of atiiioal natural iiici. I propose to ^fiscuss in tbis and 
tbe next oimpter two aore eriticlsns of etbleal naturalissi 
particularly (a) tiiat etbical naturalise is untenable 
because it derives ought^iudgeaents froa is»stateeent8| 
or etbieal ludgeaents from Cvalue»iiiutral> factual 
atateaentSy and (b) tnat etbical naturalisn fails to 
account for the actioiwguidiiig function of ethical 
exptessionsi or in other words , tbat etMcal naturalian 
deatrojm the mtowemy of ethical discourse. 

Itwill be observed that ths three criticises' 4 two to 
be discussed in this and the next chapter end oi»» already 
diacuaaed in the first chapter (that ia| tha naturaliatic 
fallacy argunent) .are cloaely interrelated. I have already 
hinted how the naturalistic fallacy argunent • which is 
an argument againat laiy attempt at defining *good'* or any 
ethical expression in terms of any naturalistic expressions 
* leads to the fallacy of deriving ought»4bdgements from 
iSiMitateiaenta. I will try to show in the present chsptmr 
that the of an otight*Judiamant from an ia^statement 

is logically impoaaiblet and that ethical XMituraliiii : 
ia untenable if it asserts that auch a deduction ia 
posaible. 
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L«t m txy to state pr@ois«l.y the oritlciast timt mtf 
•thioal oatoraliat mm% iartaa an atliioal 4«Hagafitefit £tm 
a aat of aftplrieal of factual Jo4ga«@&ta« yiiat tiw eritio 
ia iiapatiag ia sot ttiat givas an atMoal JudgMost pts& a 
factsal atataaiaoti osa can logicalljr asotliar ethloal 

IsAgaiaai^* Fof ajoiiiplay Im la sot qaastiosisg tlia 'V6lMttf 
of tbm afgmest of tlia forat 

cT^lf tiiafo ia as ^ asd £ ia good and there ia a jr 
vhich helosgs to the »mm aat as ^ belosga to« 
than X «mt be good* 

VI hat ha is tueatiosist la that it ia Smpoaaible to iraliiata 


the passage fsoBi 

0) •The fact that x baa such and smch satnral 
eharaeter iat lea* 
to *x is m 
It is one thing to asft 

I 

Eia £, and £ ia iood« 

WPPP JP SPWP 

flwraforey x i* thod| 
and ^mite a diffarant thing to aayi 

2 *• £• 


Tharaforey X la good. 

f ha point that tha eritie of athiaal satnralian ia trying 

to naka ia that m athioal natmraliat anat hold that aair 

argw^ of hatato*tjrpa ia a valid arit»aiit« thnay Hare aayai 

**tha ttathod of natnraXian ia ao to oharaotariaa 
tha naaninga of tha Imy tarna noral tama that^ 
givon aartain factual praniaaaai not theoiaalvaa 
iioral Jodganantat noral oonolnalona oan ha 
dadnaaS fron thn^ * 


1) ?”*r "-“-irriftif* 0»*or« OBiw«tt)r 

Oxfordi ItASi p 84« . • 




It i» ilk to oxcliado oriuaoiita of btt«»typ« tluit Bore 

•o|ol» tl» followiiit tex mf othieol xm»onmt 

•*1^ Sopoi'atjLvo cooelosioo o»o to oalldijr dravo 
tmm A »mt of px®m$M&m wMch 4®m not contain 
at loaat ona inparatioa.ag 

wnat tl30 c 2 ’ities of atMcal natnralian arc denying ft 
ttat tlio inatif jring taxation hmtmmn tna f actoaX atatananta 
(eaXXad praniaaaa) and tlaa atiiioaX concXmsion is tlia Xogiaal 
raXation of dadncibiXity or aatailnant* ftla is a nagatiira 
position* Vfhat tliat |mstif j^ing raXation aetmaXXy is is 
coneaiirad on diffarant nodaXs, on tins issna, wa nairas 
in ganaraXi fiaa broad positions f* 

X} tliat of Stavanson nbo eata|ori€alXf danias tnat 
tna raXation batwaan factual statfHiiants and 
atMcaX Jodiaaant is any sort of XogieaX raXation* 
His posit iaa ttiasis is tliat tlm raXation is 

s 

paycboXogicaXt not XogieaX* 
i) fliat of fonXnin wbo rajacts tlxi iadnetiva siodaX 
of raasoning in atliica* His positiva tHasis is 
ttiat in atnics wa lisira a pacnXiar' sort of InfAranca 
wlii«^ l» oaXXs inf«ranoa*»^ 

8) ftiat of Hara wlio aays that atMcaX raasoning is 
not XinasTi but s sort of axploration*^ 

4X THs position of liowaXX*3iftitli| wbo sssarts that 
tbs instifyini raXstion is aottba raxstion of 
dadneibiXity or antsiXnant^ bat only s'wasiMr sort 
of raXatiem mmh tliat if ona sssartad tbs iiraolssas 
snd ianiad tba eoncXnsioikf obo ^as not oo^nlradiat 
onosaXfy but only osys sosatMng XogiosXXy odd* 

8) BsrOf Mji** tbs bsngiisis of lioraXSy (itdilt p M* 

AloOf for sn odMXoi^ disoossion m SnforanoO| 



4 M 


ff) Fimlly, thm position &t Kvft Baior wBo assorts 

that tlio rolation oi factnai atstoBtonts 

to atMoai Inigawiiit is tim rttlation of *iaiplieatioii* * 

Croiiaraliy apaatingi 3ai@r*s tW^ia ia a davoiopaeiit 

of fooXffiitt's ttiaais aoeordiag to viiifsli it ia 

iagitiiaata to pass fri»t factmai pramiasaa to 

7 

otMoai conciloaioxi* 

fh» poaitlons (i), (S), ani (4) are strieitif noiwoogitiitisiatio 
poaitiomi tl»y i® ©n® ^sy or anottier a«iy that it ia poaaitlo 
to 4ariae an ethioal indgeoent frost xton-etMeal fact\tal preniaaoa. 
Thareforoy 1 aiil not iiacuaa theaa three poaitiona h«r«» 

I propoae to isonaiior the poaitiona (2) ai^ ($)• I have 
aeXeeted these two poaitioi:ta for two reasox»t 
these poaiticma oXaioi in one way or another that an ethical 
Jnacenent can he logloalljr derived fron strict Ij Cvelne« 
neotral) factual prwiasesg and two p that the losical 
apparatna ttet these ti^ posit ioiwi leiplof ia anggeative of 
certain peculiarities of ethical reasoning which it is the 
httsiness of the present etndy to bring than out. 
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recording to foialtiiii, it is possi&ls to arstter 

in tmt ns do givsy fsetusl arsssom for otHiesl. fud^gsmoi^ts* 

Bjf e tfsotusi roason* I ffioszi soy dssoriptiirtty iraino^^wiitrsl 

fsctoal statonwit eit@d as a rasson for or against aiay 

atliioal itadgaoiaiit* Tint pas sago frois roasoaa to tlia 

fodgeaant is infer®iitial| siaeb t!mt it is logically 

lagitlaate to paas fron faetnal raaaona to an athieal 

concltiaion* This iiifaranoa is naithai' daductiva nor 

Induct lira I tut * aaaluotiira* i 

* an airaluativa Infarouca is that fora of 
infaroitca paculiar to athieal arguoiaiitsi hy 
ahich aa pass frem factual raasona to an 
athieal conclusions**^® 

A factual reason has to ha a valua^aautral anpirleal 
stat<Miaiit« If it is a valua*loadadl ststimant orc]i|-'it 
is ona in uhieh tha tay terms ara aalua»loadad| than 
it is not a prohloa to derive ari athieal iudgamant 
from factual pramissaa* FoTi if that easoi the inferanca 
can ha ©fciriously daductl^a* Wa esn than malt® a.^plicit 
the aalua character of the factual preniaa and put it 
as the maior promiss and claim that th@ otMcal conclusion 
doss not say nora tlum what is already eontainad in tin 
maanings of the uords invol^rad in tho prastissas} that is 
to say, the athieal ludgement follovs logically from tha 
*factual* premissast: in such a the passage aon*t 

ha f tom puraly factual premiasas to an iMihical ooncluaioii|: 
hut from coaartly athieal pramiaaas to an oaartly athioal 
aoncluaion* I ought , tharsfore, to undaratand foulmin 


e tf M.s« «f Bwwob 



wkmn be talfeg of facttizei ppwiesee tliet by ttm m%ptm»a%Gm 
• fecttMtii pi'ettissiiNi* tm rmll$ a^aiui v«li;iehi»iieutra X .. . .. fecttiaX 
preeaiisees* If ao laxidefatood , there is a real j^oblen in bis 
seiidme o£ tbinsa of the passage Iron factual preniaaes to 
an ethical eoncluaion* It tm§ to be explained bos tlie 
passage from factual pr#ots.6es to an etMeal conclusion 
can be ualid. 

^bat ia toulmin*a anawerf Fron the logical point of 
eiew| any arguaent wbicb exbibita a paasage from valuiMjam 2 .tral 
factual premiaa to an etbical conclusion cannot be said to be 
valid I for, in such s case, the conclusion will always be saying 
'MU’S tlwm what ia already aaid in the prettiaaea* In other 
words, we will be going beyond the given evidence, and this . 
no deductive logic would permit* fomlmin, therefore, rightly 
denies 'that the preniS8<*conclusioii relstion in an ethical 
argueent or inference is timt of deduction* 

Toulmin distinguishes between two types of argiMeeiitSi 
substantial, and analytic* I will presently explain 
what he eeana by these teree* let ne first give 

here the anstoey of a fully^foriculated argument as 

diseussed by Toulein in his boob, IHajatg-ffii:, dlHiBliiit* 

Cl) Harry was 'born in Bermuda 

Since (2) k man born in Beramda will generally 

be a British subleot 

On aecottnt of CB> the foUowing statutes and other . 
legel provisioiMii ; 

C4) aO| ■ 

C#) preeamably, 

ta^ees <d) Both his parents itma aliens/ha has 



boeoiso a luituralised mmilmn/ 
Harjry is a British aubjaet. 


(1) is Bata (B)f C2> is Warrant CW)| (3) is laekini ftsr 
tb© warrant CB>| (4) is the Concitisioa (€)| CS> i» tha 


sat of %maiifieations which restrict tte sc&p'^ hi the 
concinsihh CQ.) | mM. (6) is the sat cl coixiitions of 
rabixttal which may isaka the concitision 'iafaitsibia* CB)« 


KoWy 8 X 1 arguiiatit is saiB to ba analytic if € docs not 
say store than what is already said in while if € 
aays acxBathitig which is hot contained in B, then the 
arguffisxit is said to be swbstaxitial« fowliQiht 


"Ah sxgmmit from B to € will be called analytic 

if and only if the baciang for the warrant 

author isini; it includes | explicitly or iaplicitlyi 

the inlorsiaiion conveyed in the conclusion 

itself* Where this is S0| the statement ^ 

«B,By and alao C* willy as a rulep be tautological* ' 


igaiht 

**Where the bacidng for the warrant does not 
contain the ini'ormation conveyed in ih'» conclusion, 
the statement 'ByBy and also €• will never be 
a tautolotyy and the argument will be a 

lElmliBSlil ona.*^ 

In the case of analytic arfuaenty we use the rules of 
formal logical inferexase* 6iven the rules and the 
premissesy we can pass item the jpremiss^es to the conclusion, 
f his passsge from premisses to conclusion will be valid 
because it is in conformity with the rules of inference. 


for illustrstiohy in the argument 
( 7 ^If jj^y theh|^ 
and' f,y 
Xhereforey 

’5J’1K53B3S^ 

My italics. 


my 


If it 
Ibid 


rerj. » 128 . 


, . 188 . Mr ttalias. 



tls» pmm&® St'&m *If »jafi by 

tim irtxle of mio&m poiwm <IIP}| utid tlwr«»for@| tlio Drgwttnt Is 
irufM* Fwilitry tiie mntlmion in thl# mgamnt io«s fiot 
»fty siox'# than winit la aUready aaid In tba prot&iaae^ui tbarafoyop 
tim wx^mmt la analytie* Im timemm of a sobatantial fyrgoRonti 
tha nurjcant iiseindiaa tvo tbingat £tM» rulaa of fo^^mal 
Infajrancoi aind two ^ oartain additional fnXaa oT' oondltlona 
of inforonco wMch ir&lidato tim paaaaga frcm pr@«iiaaoa to 
conolnalon* k& InataBi# of ambatantlal argoBont la any 
othical argiwaaiit. In m atbloai foiilmln aayai 

wa paas ftom aaXua^nantral faotmX pranlataa to an atlileal 
oonolnaioR* C^onsldar tlia following aygnoiaiitat 

hn aetlon 4 conforms to tba pravalant aoi« of any 

giwan aodatyi 

Ther«#o2’»* I omgbt to do 4 , 

V) AH action 4 atolda oanaing airoidabla anlfw*lni 
to otbar Baobab a of ny soclatyi 
ftiorafor®, 1 on^bt to do 4* 

Ear a tba conclnalon la otnicalii tba praniaa ia a factual prwiaa 
and the paaaage frcm tbo prwlaa to the oonclimlon ia valifi 
this ia wtiat Tonlnin will bold* Mbat are tba rulaa of 
foraial Inference and cartain lolditional rnlaa or ^nditiona 
of infaranea wbicb| on fonlailn*# tliaaiSy aalidata tba 
paaaaga fros tba factual praniaa to tba etbieal mmlmim 
in tbia argmantf X aball cona to tba rnlaa of fornaX 
infaranae later § first I will i^naidar tba rnlaa or aonditiana 
of ambatimKa abicb naia na cbaractariaa tba argnaant m atblaal 
tmA alao abiab bate abara in mandating tba paaaaga frost tba 
factual fraMtaa to tba atblcal oonolnai^, -fonSaia iia«i 
two ancb mlaai« 



»hicm 

othnr of tl3» eomwiitjr son® ineonvaniotico, 

8rir4ayi»io(i, or fttCforiiii,* 

It siiould h% mtm& tiiftt botn (a) am! (b) are wor.ajL y mt 
logieali oonsideratioiia vtildi fiuiotion m rulaa of taimfmmm 
for validating tlia paaaaga frcM oartain factiwl |i£‘aiiiiaaoa to 
©artain atHieal conoliaalon, Any action which aatiafiaa ©lth«jr 
tha taat <a) or the taat (h) or both ia goodf if it fail© 
to aati®fy oithar of tha tastan than it is badi* In ords®* 
to pass logically and validly from the factual premisaas to 
th@ athicsl conclTsaion at in tha argwaata i^} and {1^}$ 
lot na not m&m» thasa two otMcai conaidorttionS| teut atata 
thsiB axplicitly in tha lore of iwlas which can ha naat whin 
I arinai 

a*) Any action which conforoa to tha pravslant coda 
of ny conmniiity ia good or it ought to ha d^« 
h*} Any action which airatida catmii:^ avoidahla anf faring 
to othar ia«Mhars of ny ooniaiii'dty ia good or It 
ought to ha dom. 

how I attaching thaaa rvdaa to tha atMeal argiMiaiita C ^ I chi C iT ) 9 
thair atmetnra hocoeia m ciaar m it could ha iaairai* If wa 
did thiai than ( > Mid < Y) will hava aithM of tha folldtel^ 
fomat 



m 

4 ajr ftetjLon vtiieh confoms to ttm iprovalotit ooio 
ol ffijr eomiinltjr is good, or it ought to ho ilooof 
f ho oetlon 4 ooMoross to tho provaXont of mf 

f teroforoi 4 ought to ho doho« 

15) ^hjr aotioo which avoi< 3 s tho avoifishlo &xdt@f&iS9, 
to othor iQOKhiirii of oy cow&unity is gooS« or it 
ought to ho dOJOAf 

f ho octioh 4 avoids th« svoiishlo aufforioi 
to othor siaiahors of siy coaf:'.tsiity| 

Thoroforoi 4 ought to bo dooo* 
froK sod {t')« it hocoKos spporosi that whsn wo nslio 
oxplicit tho logical structuro of the two •thicsl srgnBonts 
C (^> sms CY) using both (s) and Ch>| tho two othicol 
cozisidsrotioiss rocooimondod hy toulhin for vslidstiiii ths 
pssssgo ifom fscttail pTMissos to sthicsl coia»liuiioiif tisi 
srgwonts turn out to ho strictly of tht doductivc typo^ 
thi relation botwoon ^)r<iiiisaes and isonclusion being tho logical 
relation of deducibility. In foulsiin«s terfsiaoloiy« the 
arguiients hecoae enalytici their conclusions do not my 
sore then what is already said in the proRlsaiis, ttm 
foit^. is that when all this is doiMii as I htve done ahoimf 
toulatin^s suhststitial typs of argunentS| in fset^ tmm out 
to he analytic,^ 



Ferhaps ths shove eonssqusme can he avoided^ ttm 
alternative is to deny thst <s). mai {b)« ths two ethiosi 
considerstions, function as warrants of validity for passing 


msmps^ ^ 

r 4 IPel) I pp o7n< 



jfjTow factual pram la a«s to atMcal TMa altaristtlira 

howavar^ is aqualljr unaccaptaWe* For, on ToulAia** thaais, 
if va Saniad (a) and Cb) as varrants, m mnmt lagitiotateXF 
pass froB factual prmissos to ac atMoal coacluaion* For, 
facta arc nautrai aitti raspact to iraluas* Qtvmi any fact, 
it can fe® good, bad, or indlffarant in differ ant «soat®xts, or 
aaais in tba siao contajtt if looitod at from 

diffarant points of rimf» Tt»r«for®, any atlsical argumant 
wMcb doGs not mtilia# altfiar (a) or (b) cannot bo a valid 
argwiant on tonlaiin^a tliasia# foulaiin can logically derive 
m atlilcal conclusion fro® factual preilsaes witlaout uainj 
Ca) of Cb) as warrants only at tte coat of c^^ai^iitting ttw 
naturalistic fallacy by defining the ethical expressions 
occurring in the conclusion in t©r«a of the factual 
exs^esaions occurring in the preniaaea* 

The upshot of ey ar.£Ment is that Toiitlmin*a special 
logical apparatus to validate the paaeage fros factual 
prenisaes to ethical conclusion turns out, on scrutiny, to 
be either sppsrently slXuring but in feet useless, or its 
preuissisf which Toulaiiii considors f setusi reslly are not 
vslue«»n«utrai fsctusl premie sen but sre disguisc^ii 
ethicsl ludgenents, such that the passage from then to the 
ethical conclusion does not seem to be invalid. 

ff 

iaoalagLti,»ililtaig 

Beier begins with the thesis that in any etMesl ergiMeiil 
ttis prwftlssfts which are rules of reeson sre fsctusl steteiBents 
mm the cohelmalou Is an ethical iudgawent distinguished 


SI 


by i.t» tepwstival chiiraci«»i*, Tb® relation between pr®mi«»es 
end eonclueion ia that oI dedneibillty in spite oi the fact 
that the which consist of t»tstv»l stetaoents are 

of logically different type fro© the csoncinsion which la 
an ethical indgeaent* This sort of tslk^ that the factml 
8tete©ents are logically different from ethical ludgemenia 
arid that yet there is tte relation of deducibility between 
thM| auch that an ethical ludgesient can be logically 
deduced fros certain factual ststementSi is not uery 
intelligible to mo* bet us &m Imw Baler triea to aubatantlate 
his thesis* The general format of Baiei'*s argusMnt frcai 
factual premisses to ethical conclusion w ill hate the 
following itructuxet* 

1) Moral rule of reason 

2) Statomont of a specific ease 

3) Collusion 

where both CX) and ( 2 ) are factual, while C3) is ethical* Here, 
two things may be noted* gg|f to say that an erpreasiohia a 
aioral rule ©f reason or that it is a moral considOirttioniiiiaiti»i 
beliaf, or that it is a moral conviction, is to say om and 
the same thing*^ again, to say that these rules of season are 
morsl is only to say that they ’’occur in moral deliberations 
and the occurrence of them malces deliberation moral” These 
rules of factual statements and their function is sto serve 
as Biaior premisses in practical argwienls”*^'^ 


yiffit. Baier docs not seem to’£ial&.t a distinction batwiwin 
saying that something is true and ssying that something la 
accepted to fee true. Therefor®, to say thst the moral rules of 

Zthael, »ew'3®REi IWi 5 IW * 

IS) Ibid, p in, 

X«) Ibid* p XiS* XT) Ibid* p XSX* 


m 


xmaom trim la only to amf ttmf «r« jpi^iilirod or oia^optoi 
fi'OR ttm moral point oi iriow* 2te noral 'point of vim^ Xxrimlly^ 

IS 

is doing things on pi*incipiO| not in tho intorost of «ny My y 
and ttstoriallf, it is doing things for tho good of ovoryom 
aiitos^®* 

l,0t ms now ®agt tryider what condition can f 8<itmal prsalssoa 
luply an othioel eoneituilon? ai^s-aer is thst tlic-y o»n* 

Indeed, ery »c»ii* t« atrlotly « legical »c®n»| and joy answei* 
if tram tho logicBl :»oint of "/lew* Fro« s atrictly logical 
point of vimtf faotnal prenissea can imply an atMcal conclnaio® 
only whan the man vho i» arguing has already coawitted the 
.natnrallftic fallacy by deftniiig the ethical e’xpressiofis ooenrring 
in the eonclimion in tense of ease faetnal ax^^malom oofnirrini 
in the pr4Miesea« This , I hope, Baler has not done* therefore, 

I do not think that he has conr4tted the natijraliatic fallacy* 

one alternative ia that Baier'a moral rnlea of reaaon 
really are not factnally atatementa, but are dlagmlalid ethical 
indgementa* If they wme® not diegtiiaed ethical IndiettentCi 
Baier cannot aay that the relation between preniaaea and conclniion 
ia the relation of Implication* Bnt he doea aaaert that the 
relation between prsMiasea and eonclnsion ia the relation of 
implication, ameh that an ethical comlmaiori can be logically 
dedisiced fitwi faetnai pr^aiaacit* Ifeir would ha, then, be pxepared 
to call these mlea of reaaofi moral mlea of reaaoa* But he 
ioea that alaoi and 1 feel that he ia rigtst in doing ao« 


18) IMi ltl*l9B« 

19 ) Ibid, fp acKMhM* 


m 

Fiwilljr, m of UlMm 

©mt ttaa tfpic&l ©thicfti ciittP»et«r of Baf®r*» rulm of roaaoa. 
la oj^Ser to «ato Af pofot fulmm 10% no ooaaiioj* tte ojiaiplft 

OA 

Mliich Baiiir Mmaolf givoa tof illostratfag tl5® logtcei atamottiro 
of »n 0 %Mml ttm argittoat ioi 

(1.) A) f fae% taat If I did 1 ¥omld oojof doing j| 
la « jroaaoci for me to do j|f 
X tfooXd enlof dolOi 4 if I did 
o) f iuirofcure, X otigt^ to do j| (otoor tlHOfi® bolng tt<iuaX) « 

Xn tills srtiittont^ and in any arpusiit vMeii is onsraotoristieollf 
pi-sotlcal or «tlil«al| tbm piirss© »I M00 m resaon to do jg" is 
XoilcsXXf ocmlvslont to *»X ongfot to do ttiara is no ilffsroneo 
botwAon s i'l'lng *0n* orngiit to *#♦» sM "Xter® Is rosson for *#**1 
Sttcb that to ssf ••0n« outbt to ***** sains "tiisi'o Is « roiMion for **.<*,®^ 
ttoas tl» foXlowin* tic? sr&iMAHts oltsd by islor iiisisoXf^ «r« 

XogioilXy oiimiraXsnti* 

Cs> •) om ongbt to irow tarly sft tr ® wot Spriagf 
to) Spring is w©t| 

o) I Cyoti| wo I «to*) ougiit to am 

Coif bnvA rsasont for sowing) oirly* 

CS) «) A wot spring is » roason for amlm asrXft 
to) XSio spring is wetf 

o) Iheieforoi I Cyotti wo, etc*) ougtot to sow 
Cof'i toaro roasons for sowing) «®rXf* 
icw ralomnlato Co) in ttoo argi«ont (I) toy antostitnting '•Him onglit 
to **•« in aXX ttoo oconrranca# of is r«aoon for *••**♦ 

tints roformtiXatod (a) wiXX too as foXXowsi* 

»») X ottgitot to do n If I wnXd onjoy doing ji^* 

<to> wiXX tooooAO (to*)f and C®) will boooisa («*)• wliola argOAonl fl) 


Xtoldp f im 


tx) mdy f tad, 9i) inid, i^* 





will bmm tim folloving 
(4) »*') If 1 liouli mi4&f doioi l tlsen 1 

to io £.1 

l>») 1 imuM unjoy doing if I did j|f 
c») Tli®r«lor«| I oisglit to do ^ iottm tlilnga 
b«lng «cinaX)« 

nMdiOM to »®f timt (4) C4 «») afckoa t&^tlxlcal c?%racter of 
(a) pai*focti| manifest* oinc® (a) ox (a*) usontalM an indifldtial. 
JT'iala ot reason aa dlatingoisttetd from a social rule of reason, 

I tato it thmt ttm etliloel cUnraeter of tJi© indJvldtuil rtile 
of reason i« shoisn lieyond donbt* Slnllariyi the etliioal 
cJmractar of tim social rules of reason can also be sttoen* 
fbnsf Baler lias failed to logically Mum an ethicoX 
conclusion from a set of ir.tlue»i«ntral factual -preeiisaea* 

He I'laa failed to do this beeanae it is logical If Impoiisiblii 
to naif.# a logical . dodnction of an ettiical comiluslon frott 
factual premiasM* 

I iMife tried to show in tho foregaing that moo the 
beet etteapts by the best ninds in etMes hmo failed in 
logicallf deriving an etMcal Indgemont fro® a set of 
ealue*netttral lact-ual statcitenls* flie reason is that eueli 
e ierivaticm logScallf ^possible* Bence, atbdlcal naturelliii 
is untanable if it eaeerts that ettiicni indicments are daducible 
from factwl onee* For, then it nnet «o»it the witwelietie 
tallecf, if it succeeds in so eating the deduction* " 
factual 4iidi«oient8 can entail or iaplf ethical 
pilf vheii the teo^ aorta of iudgeaenta beloBg to the ease 
logical tffie wi»teeer that logical- tfpe eight ha, deacripttee, 
prescriptive I or vhat you vill* the easeetioii that factual 



diitail ctf* implf utMcal lixigManta prastap.poso® 
that th» tm tj/ptta of b&2x>as> the »mm tfiie* 

Comerselyi if it is asserted that both feetial and ethiesi 
ImSiwents heloog to the mani type,^ it hsooees ressonshie 
then to explore the possibility of the logical rolation of 
dodiicibility oi' entellawaiit feetMSon thsts* Put difl'eteiiiXy, 
to assart the x elation to bo tl*at of deducibility or antailiaent 
preaupt-oses t3:ae assumption that it is not the case that 
•thical Itadgoi&ents are logically diffarcant tmm factual 
fudcsiSQints* But ii it la held thst ethical fudgaiients ai^e 
logically different frooi factual |udgeibentS| then one cannot 
hold that ethical iudgenents aro entailed or inplied by 
factual Judgeoionts* 

Me imy legitimately itaii.f Do we ovui’ argue in otMcal mttera 
without any ethical assumption or presuppositionf It appears 
that we newer do so* Mhenewei' we argue ethically, we always 
hawe some walue^preauppDSitioi^ which determina ths field of 
our ewidence that m give in support of out ethical fudgesionts. 
Here I . ahare agreement with 'Joulmin when h» says tint 

the idiid of grounds or bactding gitsn tO' support a warrant 

mm 

in any ethical argument depends on tht field of argument* 

set of reasons can be ralewant to Justif | an ethical ludgsmenl 
umess 'It contains at lenst one ethical pr^isst ^his fact oi 
ordinary ethical reasoninc suggests two thingst* 

I) If we waioa tha ethical prasuppositions erplicit^ 
alatihi them as premisses in the mtgmamkf tha relation 
between the oowplete .set of :i^eniss#s end the ethieal 



eais alwnjrs be ebown to b® tl» relation ©f deiSticlbllity 
or entsllmeiit. 

2) It ve teto the ergiMont without | ©r in eeperatlon frcai* 
the ethleel fust simp tionRi the relation between th© prettiesee 
mii& tte ethical conciualon can liever be that ©f Seducibility 
©r «ntallaieixt|i tmlese the reasoner obliteratea the logical 
dietinction between an ethici'l luigetsent aiui a factual 
iudgettent* 


CmPTEK 8 


murnm^imtioM of stmcai. mm 
yactii&ii wmmiom 

l propose to Siocmss in ttm prosont ehsptor th» pooition 
th«t othioai «xpr@»»ionS| logieoilft ore oi tlio afimo typo aa 
faetuai oxpraaaionay aocn tnat it ia only tbm aubJoet*iiatt«r 
of tlnw tiuit diatin&miahaa otliioal oxprosaiona ftoa faotnal 
ones* tba point saao ia tiiiai iUogioally at Meal axpraaaions 
stanS at pajr witti faotnal ajcpx'aaaiona in ttwt tlmy iKith axa 
analyaabla and varifiabla on %hm pareaptnal modal y and tianeay 
aan be tfna or falaa on ttta »m» modal* 

Lat me olarif y two points iKiadiately* Opai wnat praeiaaly 
is a faotnal atatemantt and tfiiat do I maan wban X mm the 
pbraaa «atliiGal atatemant«f Iw& t Ulmt is to t»a nndarstood by 
the axpraaeion 'paroaptnal modal*? and Bow is it related to 
the mm of words like •varifiahla* y *trna*y and •falsa*? 

I may begin by giving soma nnambignona examples of axprassiona 
whieh are analysed and verified on the ’iMuroaptnal modal* 

Snch examples include expressions like *men«ral da Gatsle has 

t 

cessed to be tlMi president of France after the poll defeat* y 
"It rained in this locality a shortwhile aii*f *Uroii when 
heated expaiida*| "the top of the misrciiry coliwii - coincides 
with the mark m at time J»* Xn order to verify such 
statementsy ona has to make certain relevant observations^ or 
perform certain relevant experisments* In shorty one has 
to mm the methods of enpiricsl sciences for the verif ication 
of smeh statementsy X propose to esll the model which involves 
the mm of methods of empirical sciences for the verification 

helhi;*. 




€>f &i 8xul irerifi«fttion* 

WtmttMt nr not «ll, &tmtm@Ws>s of mcimtmm can te so vsrlffod 

j 

on tile pirceptiial stodsl is ter.steriai to gsi^oral tiie^Sf 
for my pv^pom hero is only to iliiustr&ts the 0108111114. of the 
expression * porceptnsl «oilel* * 


Mstinguisliti frcm the poreoptnai aiodoly there is what 

I propme to esil the iiuitif loatoTy ffloSoi of v«r if lest ion of 

statsoiefits* On this siodsit request for the irerlfioation 

of SEiy statement is met with hy giving a sat of reasons whioli 

teni to show that the given statement is not withont reasons 

aivS tiwt it is instifiad by certain rules of relevance and 

valid inference (collectively called **riilea of reeaoninga^* 

yanl fay lor has diacnsaad this notion of 'rules of reaaonini* 

3 

in his boohy ^native ..liscour se ^ in detail* Explicating 
the sense of the rules of relevance and the rules of valid 
inference faylor aayai* 

"these Lthat is* Buies of reasoninil are the rules 
ve implicitly follow when we try to justify our 
claia that somathing is good« that an act is right, 
or that someone ought to do s certain att* The 
rules of reasoning tell usj first, what malies a 
reason relevant, to such claims and second* what 
maitea a reason a a aod reason in support of | or in 
opposition tot such claim* the rules that determine 
the relevance of r#asonS| I call "rules of relevance"* 
The rules ttiat determine whether a relevant reason 
ia also a good reason. I call "rulea of valid 
inf or one#' * « 


. In our ordinarlr ethical discoureei there ere many unsmbiguoua 
examples of auch stat«wieiits as are verified on the fustificstory 
model of verificstion* these exsmplos include statements lile 
"this pen is good»| me, X is s good "Helping tlm victism 

of Xoyns oartbnusiBi is e good setioiff "l ought 

to tell the trutlP| "Xou ought to hoop your promiseir>« 


ii 


«titto 8 i®nts mtm mt fmtlii.96. to op f«ls# hy 

ofos®Pv«tio» aloa«* It tiisy ymtm vai-lfiabla ots««rv»tloa 
&3.oa0i th«& tbsro would bo m m®^ to distinguish tho 
lustificstoPf iHodol Iroai ths poicoptusl nodal of wPif icstion*® 
T»!&e foP instoiicsn ths atatanont «this pan is good*^* This 
statanant is noPnativs^ though nonfat Meal* In oPdor to 
wiff whathar or not this statement is tPua* < 1 ) I ariwt racoPd 
tha anpirieslXf ohsarirabla ppopoptias of tha pon^ propavtias 
liffi tha flow of infcL| its stiapaji sissi and a host of otter 
pnoperties incXisding its cost and diirabiXity# ill such 
statomants about tte pan which ara raports on tha anpiricaXXy 
obsarasbla propartias of it arc vai' if labia to bo tru* or 
faXaa on tha parooptuaX modal of aarif ioation« Xn no eansi 
tewavaTi a coniunction of tbxmm statwanls ant ails tte ststanant 
“This pan is good** Tte additional alanant which is ra^tuirad 


2) Taylor I Paul wr*. 
Inglawood tliffs 



praittica»IlaXl| Ite 
i«ixi prafaca* 


*1 


3) Xbid» p* viii« 

4) Ibid, p* viii* 

" 4 - 

ft) racords at laaat aix diffarant 

sansas of tte word tvarification* « I call attanlion to 
particularly two aansast gnat 'to war if y* a statanant mmurn 
to chaos up whatter or not thara asaata sona atata of 
af fairs or condition which tte atat^tnant claiias to dascriba * 
two^. •To warify a atatanant means to cteeb whathsr or 
not it ia in accord with soma standard or critarion* 

My mm of tha astprassion tv^ificstion on tha parcaptual 
modal* corr^ponda to tte first sansai that of •v^a^ificatian 
on tte justificatory nodal* oorrasponds to tha second aansa* 



for varificfttion of tMs stataraont ia (8) the assortion 
tM% tfe# profortlijs ,**, pgj t«,teo togothor or 

aingly ar® tte 6cc@pt@d criteria of tim gooariesa of the pen* 
Thi» eacoKsa aoa tli© last element is tim different is of the 
Justificatory nodal of if icetion. 

flw point may b© put alightly differently* In tiie esse 
of the parcaptnsl nodal of verif icationi a coi*rect report on 
the anpiricaUy obaertabla proparties of iron, foi* axiaiple^ 
constitutes both a nacaasary and sufficient condition for the 
truth of ststenents like «lron whan heatad expands** • But, 
in the caa® of the Justificatory modal of tai’ificatlon, 
a correct report on the «apiricelly obsertabla pi''opertie« of 
any thing or action concernad constitutes only a naeassary 
condition bnt not a sufficient condition for th® truth of 
tha stati»«nt4 like wThis pan is good*** In the second case, 
as the (8) aboea, the sufficient condition is constituted of 
soEie rule or principle uhieh enables us to relate statements 
about the empirically obsarrabla propartias of a certain thing 
or action to the »tat«wient tte truth of which is desired to 
be ahemxtm 

These two medals of warif ieation ara to be kept 
distinct, ©r a3Lse we sr© likely to land in many a ©onci^tusl 
muddle* Let me call tlwi eerif ication on the perceptual 
model of verification the elpha»saiisa of ^verification* 
and the verification on the Justificatory modal of vmirlficatioii 
the belMeiisa of »verifiimtio«** It is regrettable that in 
many recant books and articles on ethical theory these two 


alpha 8i3td beta &»mmB of •vefitioation* Imive not been kept 
apartf ratter tte^ lia^e been oonflatea \iith each other* 
k contetnence of this conflation tea been that ethical 
JnAgeaienta which ayre ^riffcable in tte beta«aenae of *eerificationt 
are imierstood to b® ao irei-lfisbie in tte alpte^^aena© of 
• verification** As they are taken to be verifiable in tte 
alpha^aenae^ tteir logical atatns also la miseonatrnei 
to be the sane as that of tte statements that are verifiable 
in tte alpha^sense* since the ststesients which are 

verifiable in the alite^senae are taisen to be descriptive 
of factual states of affairs , ethical judgenenta are also 
siiataken to be descriptive of factual states of iffairs* 

The point that X wish to mate is that the conflation of 
the alpha and beta senses of •verification* has resmlted 
in tte failure to distinguish tte logical status of ethical 
ludgeffisnts ism that 'Of statements of facts, and tterewlth 
an unpardonable assiAilstion of ethical Judgesents into 
tte class of factual stateeiefits* 

fhe conftiaion of the alpha sense of 'verification* 
with the beta aense of 'verification* is reflected in tte 
ambiguous use of words 'true* and *false*« is X have 
distinguished tte two models of verification, and alto 
tte two senses of 'verification*, the alpha sense and tte 
beta sense, I propose to distinguish corrsApondingli tte 
two senaea of the worda 'true* and *false*g I will call 
ttese mmm» tte alpte aena® and tte teta aense of 'true* 
ted * false** fer clarity* a sake, it is necesaarj to keep : 
ttese two mm ot the words *true* and •fulam* apart. 



5 1® trm0| i3 to tt»t ‘ftccapt an(3 to8«f timt ® 

A 

statamaist s* is is to ms that *j*sj«ct S* •* 

this mm of tlie uora •tro«» tltusi opparontiy, ©tmfttes tru® 
with accoptoH to b® tJPmo# Logically, howawor, »i® tftj»» 
cannot b® ctoatad with ‘accepted to bo truo‘| siach that 



atatouont is one which ia said to bo worifiablo in the alpha 
sonao, 1*0*, worifiablo on tim porcoptcal iiodol of worlficatloii* 
anothw way of mating th® iliatinctloii is to aay that a factnal 
statoftont ia an into^al part of a comploto ^ascription of 
the objatdi which is to ba dascribad, si»eh that if ona wantad 
to glva a eoaplato dascriptioa of ths ©biact, ona will hava 
to inclnda all sneh statoeiaiita*^ In short, a factual statamaat 
is wwsUy dascriptioa* it is immstorisl to ay thasis whtthar . 


1 ^ if* Johnson, w«i* 
rapriatad 
iii€i pp t, asd* 
7 } Moora, i*E;, 


M hmMJt X, CCaalsridga 
fiy^Siar fabiiostions* li 


dga tinivariitty prassi 
, lac*, Haw 


Laiidoa, im^ pp 




or not it ospiricalljr possible to glvo oil tho posaiblo 
Atatwoists wMcb^^into tlm eoetploto ioseription of «a objoet* 
k factual atatanant la aluays alt liar actuAlljp| m in i^iaeipla 
at |aaat| var if labia in tha alptia mmm^ m& aa ancli it cm 
bavc tJenjA^bviralizaa •truth* anS •fslaitf* again in ttw alpha 
aanaa onlf* 

in ethical imSgacanti on the other handy ia not daacriptlrc 
the raaaon why it ia not daacriptive ia that it doaa not httva 
to enter into a value»naiilral description of the object in- 
eMch ia being deacribedi aneh that vne can give a complete 
description of the object vithont ever inelnding in it an 
ethical or value ludgenetit about the object concerned « Suppoae 
for armpley ym have to deacribe an object g* l«et j denote 
factual atateiiienta about tte object y and H denote ethiokl 
Judgement about it. theny a conjunction of the atateeents 
p^y pgi «.« y p|^ will give fou a description of tha h object Hi 
end tMs description will be c^plete even if yon never included 
in it the ethical Judganent j| in it* Howy auppoae ym. included 
the ethical Judgaiseiit g ilao in your description of H« 
you could say I for iiuitancay ttwt the daacription of H ^<3Uld 
not be ccttpgete unless g uera also Included in its description* 
l»et us say that in such a case a ccmplete description of g 
will consist of a conjunction of statestents (p^y p^y * * * y p|^J 
g « When this ia tin caacy then tha description of g nuat 
be said to be a value>»loaded deacriptim for the reaam that 
it includes a value JudgenenI g in it» , 

It is Important to nate thjto dletination betueen a value* 
loaded deacription and a value<*neutral daacription* 1 call 



m 


g n statesa^tsiat If a*i«i oiily if g 

the object |]^ anS also evaXtiates it« For inataneoi the atatemiiit 
*»H*s la s tMef** la descriptive atateiBenti for It 

does tm things at the aame tiaes (1) It describes the am 
thet he is a tMef| and (2) It evaltaites the ffian e» a bad 
character* Siallariyi I call ^ a valoe»»eiitraI descriptive 
statement If and onlF If J|* onlf describes the obfect wlthoixt 
evaluating lt« fhe statment **fMs carpet is red** la an 
Instance of a vaiuewnsutrsl descriptive statement | im It only 
describes the colour of the carpet but does not evaluate It* 
fhe Importance of the dlstlncti&n becomes obvious from a 
consideration of the fact that It is perfcectlF possible to 
define ethical eapreaalons in terms of valuat«loaded descriptive 
expressions « and also to deduce m ethical Judgement losicalljr 
from a set of value»ioaded descriptive statemeitts uithout 
committing the mtureliatic fallacy* 

I have tried to shov so far that an ethical Judgement is 

neither descriptive nor ver if Sable , and tence neither true 

nor false on the perceptual model of verif icaiion* ilsOf 

X have tried to show that while a factual statement is us«l 

to describe an object or a situation^ an ethical Judgement is 

not so used* ClearlFt an ethical Judgement is dUferent from 

o 

a factual, statement* fhis d.ifferenee atr icily apeaUngy is 

logical difference^ such tbat if this difference is not 

recognised and ethical Judgements are assSmilated to the clasa 

of factml statementaD wetland into many a coiuseptual eoiifuai#iii 

i}'"^''i*i^asa| 'mapilcales"'llis 'ilJlereme''''|i#iMn'''etMcai^^ 

and factual mpxmatgmm in terms of the difference of porpaaea 
; for which the two aorta of aj^eaaions are uaad* Cf^raaai. 
•ivaluativa. f.ctual and £ef erring S3i|iresaioiia« * the fisva* 

ig| t# nc i crngust iMjippm^at* 




m 


alao vtmt m do vmnt to any cmmmMf 

a&vln^^ mppeom^ ox* tdroadly, proacrilso m actioin ^ 

otMeally) wlmmvdr wa saiio ai'i mthlml ¥hat I m 

tiffing to Sftf iS|, in oti3@i' aorda, that othiccal ^lidganiontg 

ttsaontiallf af«i» p'^aoriptii^ai not €m«t3P Ttey nr^ 

naad ior pnrpoaoa of ptmes thing oortain gmidowlinaa for coninoli 

ooiBffiondiiig I or approving of o«n't«in thiiiia^ pmfuom^ tiMir 

act ions I or practices# this fact aliout tlm nsa ol atMcai 

•xprossions is racognisady »ora or loaSy by ainoat ali ethical 

thinlLiirat tmt it is pracisaly this fact that cannot ha aeconnti^ 

foi' on tiia natmallatic inter prat ation of tikt um of ethical 

axproasions* XhuS| Bara aaysf 

wwimt is wrong, with naturalist thaoriss is that they 
laava out the praseriptiva or c^ssmaEMlatoryi alanant in 
val-aa»iislgsmantsy hy saaaiM to nate thart darivahla 
froBt statamants m fact***^ 

and againy 

**valna»t«irBts have a special f wet ion in language | that 
ol coMsndingt and so they plainly cannot te dafii^ 
in tM'nas oi othaz words which tJrisinsalvas do not 
parforn this fttnetiont for if this is dofsi| wa arc 
dapr ivad of a ataima oi parforaing the function^ 

I point is that tha logic of athic«a aiqprassions is iHfarant 

ai the logic of factual ajqprassions and that if wa aasiailatad 

lieal axpraaaiona to tha class of factual axpresaioniy wa 

i*% ha ahla to do what wa do want to do whan wa mm athical 

irassions# 


^■itmiMMaLalJl!E.i3if Oaeford Univaraity frass, 

IhMi^pp l*i®f l&S*ld@« Bara aayat *fliaf tha words *riclit*| and 
*<m|ht* ara naad priisarilf for giving tslvitta or inatmationai 
or in ganaral for gmiding ehoicas**^ p ISS* Againy «*flia word *mght* 
ia naad for praaarihii^c* p Igi# 

^ Ihidt p 8S« 
lhid| p Wk* 



m 


m the asaiirtion thiit with i«i»cdPipti¥® 

®tat««seiits ycm ^anisDt perforun * |ir©scriptiv« furKstions. I will 
do t!ils by way , , of «n oxample* CoiwMor that a®mt<irie®f 
«peopl® bold that helping tte wtodftil la good*** This ssntence 
la iis@<3 to isscrib® s cortain aofai habit of a «@rt«ln fwiopl® 
at a eortaln giwoii tie®* It doss not say a whit suDy® than 
coMWiilcat® th© foot that at a giwiiii tSia® J|, soao poopl® hold 
that hslping th® nssdful is good* If somsbody dsaia^od to 
laww whattejr or not this stataaont is trw, he will taa® 
resort to observltii, the habits of the people In quest ion, 

Audi If tm tamd out by obaopwing the people in oonorata 
MpiPicaX situations ti»t wMmmr or whereifar there was 
soiisebody who was needful^ people helped hi® and regarded the 
action of helping hi* to be good| im will bo co:iwinced of 
the truth of tlit statsiient, The verification of th? truth 
of this stat'i^fflent la done In the alpha seiis« of •verlficatiw* | 
8r4 the athtwmwnt Is said to Is® true In the corresponding 
alpha sense of *true*« The stat:sBefxt| as such, ^ cannot be 
usi^ for prescribing the action of helping the medfifl. 

That la to say, by uttering the sentence **peopl® hold tl»t 
helping the needful la good* ycm are not prescribing that one 
ought to help the needful* 

Howy consider the case in which this sentence is eaployed 
to do the ethical Job of prescribing that, oiai ought to twilp 
the needful! •People hold ti»t helping the needful Is good** 
•fhereforey helping the needful is good*« If the eetitence 
•People heldy dtc** were an ethical sentence then tie inlei'ence 
free it to the sentenee eilelping the neiifuft is good* would la 
a Just if lei inference* Ini the sentence •People iiold| ee«* 
is not an ethical senlencet it only states wtuit the seoule 






in ^|’'.,e8tion as a matter of fact liold, «iKf one nay retort tliat 
what people iJold may not bo goo**, and ttereforo, ttm 

neodinl may not be good, the point is that facts are nentral 
with respoot to values, such tfiat the fact that people hold 
a certain opinion about a certain tMrjg i» nautral with 
reiipoct to its being good or bad, T3»refore, unless you 
assarted that what people hold la toofi, you cannot aaoert 
on its strsiifeth alona that hslplng the needful is good, 

Let us iooii et it from amtiier angle, 1*0 say at the 
same tiaia that »jj is and is not good* is a aelf**contrtidlction. 
But no self-contradiction is involved in saying “people hold 
that is good« but ^ is not good**, the reason is that 
the assertion *31 is not good* is perfectly ccmpatible with 
the assartton “people hold ttot ^ is good"} for htfei both tie 
assortions are not of the ss--.e logical order, since one is 
and^ the other is not a Boral Judgement, 

The point that 1 want to mate is that ethical Judgment, 
is not of the sme logical order with factual statamentt 
the twOf as ims toen noticed by Mare and some others, do two 
logically different things, Wimt the ethical Jtadgeoient is 
used to do is to prescribe some guide-lims for moral choice 
and action, and, this^ Job cannot bedmne by a factual 
statement, 

Consider now the question, *caii ethical Judgaeieit be 
analysed in terms of any ona or a conjunction of factual 
atats»ent«t» Ky answer to this westion is, lio* Ho ethical 
Judgement can be analysed in terms of a set of valu»«Mutral 
factual statemetits. One reason why this cannot be done 



Wm 

l tmm AiMcmsmA in tte tix&t kM th«f reason is that 

one comid do tMs only if one «lJ* 0 ady dofinsd othic&l ojiinrossions 

oeoyri'iiig in tiia &tMml Indgwent in tsreis of so^o natoralistie 

ones* Bnt this cannot ho doM nnless the nstoralistic fsllscy 

is eomsittod* inothci* £mmn irhy xso ethical indgeeiont can hm 

snslysod in tsimis of s set of ^alne^nefitral factual stateiaents 

is tlmt ethical tanas afs used, to do ftreacriptivd 4ohaf tharaforsi 

if they war© trsmiatad or analysed in of factual tariaSf 

la 

they cannot ^erfore th» function tiwy are designed to do» 

To concl\M«$ the prescriptive function conatitutes the 
aeaiantic peculiarity of ethical ejpresaiom (terna and a«nteiuses)« 
This semantic peculiarity (or as some may liiw to put it, 

• semantic autonomy*) of ethical expreaaioisi is destroyed 
wheh tl^ etMcal naturalist holds that ethical expressions 
are descriptive, verif’ialile, and capable of having the usual 
truthwvalues in torms of the perceptual model of verif ic»tion« 

the ethical naturalist may defend his thesis thst ethicsl 
ludgamenta sre descriptive, verifiable, and capahle of being 
true and false on the perceptual model in the following 
manner I He may say, for that his naturalistic thesis 

does not require that ethical expressions have no otluur 
function ttmk description* Mm may say that ethical It^g^ents 
are descriptive and that at the sume time they perform the 
|ob of prescribUig guide4»liiies for 'moral choice and ^ action. 


13) Ibid, p il. 
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In this lliidt of (SsfonsOy 'MflMt tlB athicsi imt'oi'i^ist 

has in miini is that lioth iascdtrihing and praseribia^ ax-Si 
woag othafs, tso Minds of linguist ie parfoi'Sianos, and that 
tto difi'arant Hinds of lingnistie porforsiaiioo ar# not 
R«€®3.isxily oxclnsiv® of on® anothar*^^ 

Lot m® fotanlat® tht irsfioms possibiiitios of oonloininji 

prosoription vith dasoription, and than ojcamin® hO¥ tim^ 

fit into th® natni'aliatic athioal ftaffiemorH* Mainijr tlioro 

dan bo tm {lositionsi <1) in oHprassion is both 

prescriptive and dascripiiv® with ecitsiX atrvu>iigtli| (2) An 

expression is both preaeriptive and deseriptia® with imeqnal. 

strength* Under tli® socond heading thar® na^ be ho^id 

two different positional C4) An axpressiona is priaiitriiir 

prescriptive^ but sacondariijr descriptive! and Cb) An 

expression is prlMarii^ descript iv®! but secondarilf 

prescriptive* Bowy so far as 1 HnoWf no etMctal tMniter ‘ 

has held the positions Cl) C3b)« the position (ga) has 

been held br aanf philosopher s . for example* Frantena arid 
%J& 

praaad* But in the case of all the tht>«e positimi the 
ethical thinner nust assert a confiinctioii of ttie prescriptive 
and descriptive functions in tlw use of an ethical expression* 
that is to aafi li® smst aaf that ethical expressions are both 
descriptive and prescriptive* Xt will be reneatbered that 
mi&jr s iio«called non^cognitivist has tsHen this sort of 
position* If we wsive the iar®»an association of presinriptivitF 
and agree to us® this word in a wide sense so that 
snotive meaning map also be included in its scopei then X 
•ep cite €*|i« gtevenson es the first ethicist who in Ms 





m 


second pat tarn of AnalyaiSi eoi34oiiiiid the <wotivo (irery 
cloao to jj^eaoriptiva) aioanii% of otMcal oxprooaiooo nith 
thoir ioaotlpti^o maanixig, f hie ttesia ims gi^oo f io@ to 
the probfom of tho logical faltioo of the doacfiptlvo to 
the pro»«sriptiv® fuaeotion of mthlml ©xpfOBOionsi, fMa 
problem has toon halting othfosl thinlcors for qiilto io«o 
t^Saof and so far as I gnos no satisfactory conooption of 
tlii 0 rolation has toon offarad so far, snch that tho 

16 

naturalistic ethical position ttay ha cBaintainad inccassfnllf* 

1 propose to consider one raosnt position on tMs issmOi 
nsffisly that of Phillip Blaire liic«*^7 


Eica«s clsin is thst Ms atMcel theory is naturalistic 

through and through« ha assarts that goodnasa is aClthar 

a property or •gcodnass* rafars to a property functioning 

in a ^paculiar naniiar* loro pracisalyi 

ay a should asg. not shat her ioodnasa is a property, 
hut whather tha ludgaaiant^ **this is good”, is or 
prasupposas l^th a nd assart ion that this m& a 
eartain distinct iaa property and fu:i assunptioti that 
tte a^prassion parforns a cartaln distinctiaa 
function not coapiisad in such a iudganmst as 
aXhis is rad” or ”tliis is an asteroid” « And 
tMs douhlawharralldi «|uas|ioii| it will ha agraad, 
should ha answarad »yaa”**^ 

According to MiB| atMeal concepts ^ saaantically spaaMngi 
ara dual in natura*. fhay ara hath dascriptiva and praseriptiira* 
M'hanavar wa assart that soaiathing is focid|Wi ara doing two 
things at the saute tlata« via ara saying Cl) that that thing 


li) Prasad. Eaiandrsi «)Nm»»aag»itiva Mscoursa> , 

laumUMMntf .at f . vm Ui pp 

yrtmitaiia. co^vatLv^. c^w>c Novs-(L«yv-~w»- ?i in Thausht. 

LMutME.. llMitht- mU ciatMT. fM. Paul Bua«}i 


iotii thasa pMlosopliars ara not naturalists in athicst cMy 
thay aaaart that thara is a aonlunction of prasoriiitiva and 
dascriotiva ftneti^os of in tha'usa of athiaal axarassiotm 





m 

'wMeh !.« to 1)0 good hmm cortoijo or toiofirriiig 

pr opart la® y ®t*fl aliio C2) ti-at wlmt m &lm to® ooi^toin 
progoriptiv® function^ whicH Eico call® tto Matrix 
to saf®! 


atto general aoi^^i&g of a noncetiw torn eotoiats 
inlts IM Cison^eognltiiro) plm it® IP (cognitive) il 
on® c®fi to fonto*** 3Li 

flitJSi tto ffiodel® for tto Ric«»«ii t^p® of natisralistlc gnelyai® 
of *gooS* »iii *oi9N|to* will to as follows^* 

%} «flii.® i« good* mean® »fM» to» tha IP of goednessf 

20) 

io or amk. till® wider conditions** 
2) *fon ought to do this** noatMi tos a eei'tain 

IPf do tM® Cwher® it i® twetnoi 
that tto Qotoitiomtovo toon 
•atisfioi)**^ 

It Is vital to tto wider® tending of Eic®*® pitnraligtie poi^ition 

to retawitor ttuit tot only tto Identifying or Conferring 

properties ur'e natursl piopertie®, tot tto Matrix Meaning also 

A to^nral property* ftoa to sayst 

**tto MM' will also to a natural property * tot a property 
directly of tto terai.<- : .1 itaelli rather than of tto 
oMleet or act referred tO| wtoraa® tto IP ia a natural 
pi'operty of tito ttong® denoted ty tto teraiM*®* 


id) Prasad solves this prohletR hy holding tto thesis ttot 

ethical expressions lito fsctnal ones sre descriptiv#! tot 
ttot they sre used for pnrjMsea of gnidito tto ehoice 
and action in noral aitwation* (praaadf Maiendrai •Evalnativoi 
f actmal and deferring Exprtasiona* . 2?to....,HiiYa.iipito-nt| 

tel f , to ij SSnatTPiipP 

17) lice. PMlUp Biaye»Mlcej|L|||«..|jMit,tgM..M.,,.!il^n,^ 

Mew toriti hand©* IrnSm 

’ll) Ihidi i 13* 

if) ihii^ p im* 

BO) Ihid* op iB3«iM* 

21} mif piif« 



I,«t m® rwaarE f iJ?at tlmt I will 'iilliaa FraisEaia 
in aaEiiig %tm cmaation, »Wfiif does Btc® call tnis petition 
iMtu.ralii«i yatliiir ttmn noiwcognltivisai?*^ It t@t«8 to ia« 
tfiat Fi®®*® position^ in no mn p® called a mttiraliatie 
ctMcal position* It m&kmB little differ®]^® i#li®tl3e>x' iron 
call IM a pi oporto of ethical langutg® ^laa language 

to loiDk. as jrou saE® a part of the fflcaniiig of othical 
axpressiont* And^ if the iii| or as 1 call it|. the prescriptivo 
iueaningi is mad® a part of the meaning of ethical eaipr eat Iona 
Celiich in Mice* a terainoioiF are terma that refer to e«tain 
natnraliatic characteriatica), then fon, hf that aerf fact|; 
haee injected into factual eapreasiona tom® value character* 

This vaf of analyaing prescriptive meaning of ethical 
eapreaaiona leads Bice to give value^neutral factusl expressions 
a huiltvin value structure, such that. In effect, thef cease 
to he value*iteutral factual eapressioni* Herein calling the 
m a natural property will not do* If JKice proposes a strictlp 
naturalistic analysis of ethical expressions then, it is required 
of him to give us such analyses which themselves do not include 
any ethical element* But the analysis that hiee has given 
includes in the naturalistic anslysans, the Hi {which iiatinpiisliia 
an ethical expres:::! ton from noni»ethical onea) which itself is an 
ethical element* Bence, it must he said that Iiee*s theory 
fails to give a satlsfaetory naturalistic anilysis of 
etMcal «Kprea Siena* 


8S) See frahiiena, Hillism K,** *ittiieal theory* in Pm 
<£d* Chialiolm, and othars), Preiitiee»Ball, Ine«, : 
Cliffs, l«y*, 198«| pp i4i«464|p4if* 



It maim onii' to add by wmy of a rensf It. ttmt otim 
ti»of'lo8 yihMh pfopoae to givo iMitiirall;$tio ansiyaoa of otMeal 
axprossfons aiay also te Bimta to hav© t’silod Xn giving 
a aatiafaotory mtoraiiatie account of thm ft^iation tiatnaoii 
tte doscyiptiva aiid proacf'iptiva funsction® of ©thical 
axpjroasions* 


it aay bo ufged ti> 0 t tha distinct iv@ clmractai’istic of 
at Meal ojtproasionay prascf iptivlty^ ia not a part of tim 
aaanirti, of ethical axpraasionay hut that it la a property 
of the context In uhlch auch axpriasloni are uaofi.^ In 
other wiorda, preacriptivity la a function not of the 
lliigulallc acta thamaelvea or the acta of uttering ethical 
Jut!g«ents hut of the context in which auch utterancea or 
linguistic acts are oade* The ethical naturalist can tai.© 
this line of defense* on this thesis, ethical 4udges!tents 
are wholly descriptive* 8ut this thesis cant'iot he oalntaiiied 
successfully* For one thing, it goes against thi c onoiueieiise 
comeption of ethical lu^geffisnt as actloiiwguldlng* for 
another thing, it is based on a doubtful assiMptlon that 
there Is a separation between a llng'iistlc act and the context 
In which it is performed, such that you can understand the 
meaning or the logic of tfie linguistic act or expression in 
isolation from the context in which the act is done or the 
expression is uttered* 


Tlie point that I want to msice is that in order to 
understand the moaning of any statement which functions 
preseriptiwUiy or desoriptiwoly one has to taiie into consideration 


T iasr / Tc esaii: ' 

P ^kMmrn 


TOTorEnESWr 


the context in which the stet«:«ont is ntt©j'®<l. 


I tmm tried to show In this chapter that ethical nateraliaffl 
attamptea to asalmilate the logic ot etMcal &xpm§,&Xom to 
the logic of factual expressions* If this aasiiiilation 
Bin jyii2S§Jj>MI,g soiaehow efleeted# then w® cannot account 
for ths action«guidiBg function of ethical expressions.* 

iSo far I have diacnasei! etMcal naturfaiam in genial* 

In the miliaequont chapter-s (4» 5| 6* Mid 7) 1 pi'opoae to 
exMBine critically soiae of the main forms of naturalistic 
ethical theory* 1 will hegin with Mill*® utilitarian 
nature lism* 
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I pir<»p)s« to iiseuss in tuia climp%®r i3Ltilit«ri«a 
otMeal tteory tmpKm&ntia b;? Jobn stisMTt Mill* thB t'moie^ 

Ims hmxk truditionfiiiy ooimidorod to bo ifliii^iitioniibl.^ 
mturalistio* My onalyticiil. oacaMirmtion o£ thi» tlieoi’y is 
intsndsd to set it sg»if»t G,S# Moore conception 
of ethicAi nstnraiiM* I imve di^MeS tMs elmpter into 
tl»‘©« ptofts* Part I outlines Mill's utiliterian etiiiesl 
tlsaory ss given Hi Ms A....,..S.ie.t.ei8....f>l.. Logic (1843), end tlm 
Btiliterienisffi (IS61«.63)* Pert II discnssos ©•£* Koore's 
criticifim of Mill's tb&ory* In tlie pert III I tmvm examined 
Moore's eritieisffi egeinst Mill and also given ay own criticisa 
of Moore end Mill* 

I would lite to begin witb tbe remert timt Mill wee not 
doing etMes f xon the logical point of view* ior did li» tslt 
ebout tbi lenguege of norals in tlie way in wMch e philosopher 
in the present t.|ffies will do when he is telting ebout ethics* 

I will I therefor#! have to reconstruct Mill's theory froa the 
enelytieai point of view end tlmn ejcaaini it* In this 'procea% 

I aey perMps not be doing Justice to Mill on some point#! 
or perheps unwittingly reeding acre into what he has seid 
eeplicitly* with e view to avoiding both these pitfalls i 
ay endeavour will be to aupport ay analysis and to substantiate 
ay olaias as far as pos-sible by giving readings froa hla* 
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Hill ^t»tlngnlatma otorai kmiviXedga fjr<» tactml icno^la^®* 
Faetiaal tuaowlai^g® ia wiurdsaaNS in aaaof’tioiw I'aspactiin^ mattari 
of fact, avM3 those asaoitiofia are in the imlicatiiro rnooH* 

Moral knowladga ia difforent from f acttial tocMl^'Klga in timt 
it iiK^lnd^ 

«aii imtiiri thtt remits of which do not aa^sress 
theiaaolvaa in th® lfid[lcatlv©| imt in the imparatifa 
fBood, or in pariphreaes aqniiraient to itt whet ia 
called the linowledge of dutiea, practical ethics, 
or morality*** 

Moral gjhowMi#, ciwracteristicallf , is practical krovlaiiOi 
or, m Mill calls it, it is an art as distintiiishea from 
science* 

*««*ths iiiparativ® mood is the characteristic of 
si distinguishad from seiencs* Whatavor spesKs in 
rclos or ^ecapts. not liuasssrtions respacting 
aiattsrs of fast, is art*,^ 

igaint 

^propositions of science assart a natter of factf 
an existence, a co»existeiice, a succsssion, or a 
reaentolctnce* file propositions of art mm spoton 
of do not assart that anythliig is, bet enioin or 
recommeiMl that sosietMng should be* They are a 
class by themselres* g proposition of which ths^ 
pr>.}dicat« is expressed fey the words oiMht or 
shomd be is generally different from one which is 
axpressid by it or wil|. Ja,« 

tim point that is brought out is that an ethical Judgawsut 
is not the same as a factual fudgwent* fha two are logically 
distinguishable* E,.hies, being practical, its ludgiaient is 
of tte foni of an Imperatiwoi while science, being factual, 
its ludiement is expressei in the f om of an asserticMi about 
»mm matter of fact* This distinction is mede from the 
point of wiew oi the function that the two sorts of 
ludgeoeitts perforai* 
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lill »msognis,m tim tmt that an atMaai 4i»§gmant |iM» 
anf daacxiptivay factnal as^^artioHy ha said to asawt 
soffiothii:^ as a aattor of fact. **Th® fact affiraad in ttaa 
is, ttiat tte conflict raconofiioiS s&citca in tha spMlwr’*« 
ffiind %tm fooling of ap^piotation**-*^ In so far as an othieal 
it^g>.%siOnt saoms to assart iontathing as a mattar of fact, it 
may bo ssM to b© dascripti’^a* But dascriptivity is not 
function of an ethical iuigamant au^ athical iudgaaent. 

Ti» athicsl iuds@®ant athlcal Judgesant is toporatliral 
or actioft-guiding# Civan a suitabla eontcact, aloost any 
axprassion in our lansuaga ©ay function athlcally* ths saata 
sat of linguistic ayubois, for axanple, “to worh for tha 
social wolf are is good**, sill ha functioning differently in 
diffarant . contaxts. In ethical contexts, it will function 
as an ethical iudgasentf am! in noiwatliical contexts, it uill 
function as a dascf'iptira, factual stat«nant. Kill*s 
charecterlsation of athlcal Judgenent is fuiictioimlt that 
is to say. Mill eharactarisas a iudganent ethical if and 
only if it functions ©thically, not otherwise. 

Finally, Mill oust be secusad of committing the naturalistic 
fallacy if he regarded ethical iudg«MRent <|Mi ethical judgameiBl 
to be deacz'iptiee of the speaker* s having the feeling of 
approbation. For, it could then be asserted that M|ll 
considered describing the feeling of approbation as s sufficient 
reason for msi&ing the ethical ludgeneiH function ethically § 
that is, as an inperative, or as a guide for the conduct 
of the mural agent. In other words. Mill would then be 


m p m. 



ctorgoi of jre8aonS% from tl» fact that »3omel3o^j Mb the 
fealinii of aprirotoatlon of some action* to the ethical 
asaertlon thct tlierefor®, *'Tliat action 1» goo4* • or that 

action ot^ht to be this conld e!o by 

id 0 ntif^l% »gooa* occwrlni; in tha ethicsl co'iiclnsion with 
til® 4®»ci'i|*tive, factual expression *h8vlnt ® certain f®@lin$ 
of approbation* ocenmng in tlie preiiiiss* That is to say| 

fi 

he conl6 do this only by commlttihi the natwaiictic fallacy* 

But Mill elosrly and Minitely aonies this* Be sayst 

**tl»8 »peator*s approbation Ss m stiff iclant reason 
'■rfhy other people atei.1^? appro^oj nor onght It to 
be a conclmlva reason even eitn himaell* for 
the purposes of practlc®, every ©ne must be rmivdre^ 
to Justify his approbationst and for this thor..i is 
need of gereral premiss* detarmlnSrig what are the 
propel'- objects of approbation awS wimt tM pi-oper 
ordei of precedence lasong those objects* :*® 

f here is another way to diatingmish an ethical Judgement 
£tm a statement of laet* This may be done from ths my 
th© two sorts of judC’iaients «*@ verified* #. fectusl Jtsa.e0i8ent 
can be seen to be true or false tecstis® ver 'If table on the 
perceptual model of verilicetioii or as 1 fiave called it, 
in the alpha seme of *verificition* * is factual Judgements 


») 


For ail excellent criticism of those ethical theories 
which identify ethical expressions with the naturalistic 
(that is I iescriptive, factual) expressions of the type 
* having certain feeling of approval and disapproval* 



^ Mm. f *S., 4 ,agllllitJlC.iiftills honis^is* hohtont xm$ 

9 d®o. . 









Sine® Mill Mbs nowMar® giwn explleitly tM» ^aflnitlon of 
•gooi’ oni *riglit*, tte cimrg® that Mill 40 iim 6 ttmsm 
«tMeal iix|si'®asionj c»n tova iraiidity onl^ on ooiiaitlon that 
mil, if tm dia not explicitly aeffnt ethical exi»*®sait>ni, 
mmt nrosupposii^ deflnitlosw of ethical -expjresaion® 
in tanas of utility, pl®a»nre, ot happinesa* In oJfdoi* to 
irelidato tto tlwtsia that Mill presuppo»e!S definitions of 
ethical «:xpJ‘esaions li^eras of utility, pleasurei or 
iMtppifwsc, th 3 critic of Mill must 'prov® the thesis that 
Mill adopted the do ductiva lacHlel of proof with re»;:*.®ct to 
th^ utility or happiness principle which he holds to b« the 
first principle of his ethical theory, i will shi*»rtly show 
that Mill did not adopt the deductive oiodel of proof with 
respect to the utility principle, and furtlwr t'tmt explicitly 
denied that such a deductive proef of tho utility principle 
een he given* 

ther'e is a eXoax' distinetion in Mill between reasoning 

fro® rules to caeca to which the rules apply, and reasoning 

to the mlM or principles. The first typo of roasoning ia 

reaeoning within the frajaeworg of some ethical theoryf while 

the second type of reasoning is reasoning about the first 

principlea of some ethical theory, These two types of reesoxting 

are distinct, and Mill Is quite clear of it« lie saysf 

**10 all branches of practical business, there sre 
cases in which ixiSivlduals are bound to confom 
their practice to a pr®»establishis«l rule* while 
timre are others in which it is part of their 
tasb to find or constmet the rule by which they 
are to foviKm their coiiduct**^ 

Xhe^ first type of reasoning is exdbibited in the case of a 

iudge whose btisin«is wholly is to apply a rula to a apecific 
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e«8e# His lauainejia is «xclta»l'v@ly on.'j ©f 

r«ti©©iis®tio» ©I’ ttssi; is, iiit«rpj?«t«tt©ii , 

of m foJTiiitiiftv In ixit or printing s foramls, im Hss to doeiSo 
wtistihar or not a spscifio east falls within the rsngs of 
sppliesbility of th«t formula or rul@* His raasoaing in thoa 
applying a rulo to a spacific csss tai&as ttm forot of a 
iotmctiwo argmant of tim syllog.istic type* It iiiwol'fea tte 
following! 

IX} kn ethical rule which is relevant 

C^) k particular case which falls within tht range of 
applicability of the rule 

CS> fhe concl vision at a result of application of (I) 
to m* 

loth CD and (2> aarve as prwissesi CD being ti»i najor preniaa 
while CD being the minor prostiss* the conclusion follows 
froa the jpreHiissesy and since one of the ptmlmm. is «thieal| 
the conclusion is ethical* Here the logical relation between 
the preniasea and the eomiuaion is that of di^ueibilityi the 
whole argument can be atated in %im forn of an analytic 
proposititm* f hia sort of reasoning taitee place within any 
ethical theory the first principlea of which are not <iuestioini 
when these principles are being applied to apecific caaes* 
that is to say, reasoning within any ethical theory, accoriini 
to liUy is wholly of the daiiictive typat that ia^ giw^ the 
first principles, one can go to specific cases, and. the 
Xogi^l relation of the principles and ths.hrises to the 
conclusion will be the relation of deducibility strictly, 

& w^rjr inportant characteristic of tMa type of reasonlit 
is that it hot frem factual prenissei to ethleal conclusidif 









i»ut fjroB at Xaaat om of wiiieii ia etMotU to athioal 

oonolusioBi snoh tisit no f@ato» in this 'aay w So not 
imm to Sofinoi in ordor to eiroid fallaciona roasoningi tfio 
othiofil prodieatd oceiirjrifii; in tM eonclwloii in tafm of 
factual prcs3ti»t®»* It is otviousi theraforeg that Mill 
mithef Safinas mt prmitppm»e ttm dofinitiona of etiiical 
Ipx-aSicates in taims of factual praSicatasi for Im does i^t 
hafa to So aitter sort of thing in ttm case of reasoning 
tfithin.anf athieal systom* Tfm reasoning within it, hf 
the natin-e of the caaa^ assures tlist tha reasonsr is alwajrs 
rMsoning from ethical premisses to ethical conclusion, 
and not frcM non^athical, factual premisses to ethical 
conclusion* 

i^ith respect to reasoning atout ethical rules or principles 

howaueri the case is different « Mill compares this sort of 

reaaonif^ with the reasoning in the case of a legislator whose 

part of hii liusiness is to find or construct rules hf which 

to govern conduct* The legislator frames rules and maj^lms 

within the framework of a certain policy* Therefore, when he 

frames rules or prii^iples he talus into account the reesons 

or grounds for them* Hoe 

vthe reasons of a maxlsi or policy, or.ol «nf other 
rule of artm can be fw» other than the thaorens of 
the corresponding scieiaMsea^t^ 

In other words, the reasons or grounds for the fiiet principles 
of ethics must be some statem^ts of science, that is, some 
empirical, factual statement* The relation of these factual 
atatements to the first principles is not the relation of 
doducibilitf, for the simple reasim that the loiical status 
and function of etMeal principles is different from, the 




mn obtelii Imtvmm pjr6Bis»t« eonelmaSon b» longing to 
tha .. sasio logical typOi not batiroan praaissoa mfyi 
eoncltisioii bolongin^ to two diffotont tfpea* 


Thit relation tetwaon tl» or principloa and tho 

atatemonts of fact cited aa roaaona or grounds for ttea is 
axplieatod hy Mill in tlia following vmyt ^tMcs propoaas 
an and to h& attainad and it dafinaa tim and# setanca anowa 
VM vimtimw tha and tlms propoaad by atiiics is lUr is not 
attainatla t»y tnanan affort# It also tails m wlmt is 
ra<iuirad to acMiava tha and* EtJiics., tlwni pronouncas tlioaa 
act ions wliich load to tlia attainmant of tha dasirad and to 
ba tlii rigM aationa and ttmsa actions wbicli fmatrata tba 
attaimsant of tba daairad and to ba tba wrong actlona* 

Sinca tba actions tlnis regarded to tna rigtxt actions for 
tlis attainnant of tlia daairad and arc also practlcablCi 
attiics convarts tlMn into a ml# or precept* fMs viola 
raasonii^ taima tin follovlni foinat 
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il) Tti# of ttm gtmn mi is doaiarabl® 

C2) TIP of action® £, ||, g will attain tim »M 

C3) TlMjyefof®, tho pfa^foysanc® of actions g is aasirebl®, 

(4) p®rfo3*ai actions £, j|* 

(1) is an atMcai principle, (2) a scientific or factwl assertion, 

(3) an othical inagoaiont, aw! C4> is an ethical rule or precopt* • 

Mill writcfs 

afhe only one of ths premissas, thcrafore, which htt 
supplies is the origiml mafor prafflias, wMch assarts 
that the atteinBient of the fcivan and ia dasirabla* 

Scienca then lewis th& Art tte proMsition (ohtelnedl 
hy a siwlas of Iwiuctioas or of daductiorta) that 
the parfcumance of certain actions will attain tliu» 
enfS« Frcffi these preniasas art concludes that the 
perforffianca of these actions is desirable, and 
fiedinis it also practicable, comrarts the theoro® 
into a rule or precept 

the grounds or reasons for any ethical principle, than, are 
to be found in tIi»or«s of science* f has© ground# or reasons 
function as grotSEiia or reasons only in so far, as they ar® 
related to lU' eonditiowid by the ends that are reiardad to 
be desirable* k ccmplete 4uatif ication of ffloral rules, 
thus, requires two things togati^ri <1) a statement of the 
desirable end to be attained, and (2) a statement of fact as 
to wiet is a means to the attsinment of that desirable end* 

And, given these two things, the desirability of the action 
contemplatad followa from them* It la apparent, therefor®, 
that Mill nowhere is trying to deduce, as Moore accuses him 
of having done, an ethical Judgement fram a set of ai«re 
factual statements* for s full and complete Justification 
of an ethical rule, Mill recognises, there must be both a statement 
of tha desirable end to be achieved and a statement of fact 
about the effective means for the aeheivem^t of the demirtbis 'SCid, 


m Ibid, p uf* 



ift 


Wim o£ tiie ddsUablo e»dy <s^ &» Mill 

eel Is tlBBi, »qi^<d»tiow6 oi ultimsts Cmn tlm$ be proir®<S 

oj? dispi’ov®Si or can reasons be ^iven for or against 
Mill la very clear in his anstfer to this quest. ion* fie sayat 


»Qtie«ti©na of isltiffiste eiafls are i'iot ameiwihle to 
direct proof* tihatever can be proved to 1 m good, 
oust be so hf being shoun to be a aienris to sonsetMng 
adfiittod to be tood uithout proof# The raodical art 
[for exaoiplej is proved to be good by Its conducing 
to health*,^ but how is it possible to prove that health 
is good?** 


1 will come Istaj* to Kill*# answer to the queation, s*lhat sort 
of proof the first pi'lnciples of ethics are susceptible of? 
let me f if‘st say what Mill has to say about the role of 
scientists and science on the quest iom of ultimate ends# 
Mill clearly denies tiist the scientist is of any use in 


deciding on the quest ion of the desirable endst 

**But though the raasonings which connect the end or 
purpose of every art with its means belong to the 
domain of science, the definition of th^^ end itslef 
belongs exclusively to iY-t^ and form® its peculiar 
province* Bvery art 1ms' one first principle^ or 
gerieral ma|or prisimisey not borrowed frcm science | 
that which enunciates the obfacts aimed at| and 
affirme it to be a desirable obi«ct»#*r 

sciantists can decide on the effective means to an endf 


but they eantiot decide on the end itself# The tnd*part 
belongs strictly to mor«lity| not to science. 


vg scientific observer or reaaoner. merely as such* 
is not an adviser for practice# His part is only €o 
show tlmt certain eoxmequences follow from certain 
causes, and that to obtain certain ends# certain 
means are the most effectual, Whether the ends 


themselves are such as ought to be purstmd, aiid if 
so, in what cases and to how great s length, it is 
no part of his business as a cultivator of science 
to decide, and science.slotte will never qualify 
him for %m declsionP**® 


liilVTS*#'"' 

Ibid, I 4, 




Mill, 

Ibid, 


«>S«, Ilia 


it, hondont p' 4* 

tUypilt, hondohi p ilt# 
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tvo tMiigs b@<8cmo apparent trm tim abote dlaetyisionii fii» y 
from no «‘'.onnt of aciantifie or factwl inquiry 600® oitiiar 
an ethical. jiniSgeiHant or an ethical rule or principle follow, 
githicai inquiry is inslepenfient of scientific or factual inquiry 
in that ths first principles of othice cannot fee deriwea fro® 
any nsEiher of scientific or fscttal atateasenta* acientifi© 

or factual inquiry is not wholly Irrelevant to ethical 
dlscuasioni for, .. . science enables ua to ieciao on the 
question of the attaiiffient of Desirable enis that we Iwtve 
set to outselves by taaian effort, fherefore, to accuse Mill 
of either deriving an ethical iuigeiiient or ethical rule or 
principle from a set of scientific or factual stataments or 
even ercluSing the role of all scieiw»e fro® any ethical 
inquiry • to accuse Mill of both these mistaMM •» betrays 
a careless stuiy or gross aisunAer starring on ti^ie part of 
the critic, 

as in the case of his theory of ethical reasoning Mill*s 
theory of Justification of ethical judgement also may Is 
be {tiscussed under two lnaadst CD Justification of ordinaryi 
specific, ethical JudgenentS| and CS) Justificstion of 
ethical rules or principles, hater I will consider Mill’s 
answer to the question, *tfhy should I be moralf* or, *Whst is 
the Justification of Morality itselft 



I have said above that Mill rejects the perceptiml im^del 
of verification of ethical Judgemenla, or the alpha sens# of 
’verificatioti* • He rejects tlw perceptual SMsdel of vertficatlon 
with respect to both the ordinary ethical Judgenents and 




if 


ifthical prtiiclpl.©#* Withr»gai'd to ordiniupy ethieal ^laagomont 
m sofoi 


"th® oiorallty of »n ing iy ictlof i« «ot m quoation 
of eiroct siof-eept ion, Irut of ' tlio' oppJLioatioii of » l«i# 
to an li^ivM^nl 

h» m otMoal mme»t ^ l»jr pox’OoiitiolAf 

it cam fe® ■vtrif iod (to &mi€ Mfoiguity aad fof tiio .»«te of 


filmplicity, 1 will li®Dc«fortli ns® tim mpxmBl&n •Jnstificatlott*) 
or 4iastifi@d by sbowijcm timt it follows fJPo© . ar^ appliootion 
of «n etUlcal rulo OJ- law csr principle wMcb conpri^fhends it 
in ita range of application* fie aeys that this of 

liistification of ethical i\i«li;<iffient« is hold by both the 
intuit two and the indnctiva schools of ethics* The i.iitiiltiif« 
school hoMs that **tha principles of ©orals are otident 

a priori I req.niring nothing to command as sent , except that 

3& 

the meaning of the terms be ntifler stood** * The indnctiw® 
school holds that **right ant wrong| as well as truth and 


falsehooilt are question of observation and aspei'iencaa « 

For both these schools# thsr.i is a science of laorais^,* 

Both these schools recognise roughly the siMia moral lai^i 
tout differ as to their evidence and the source from which 
they derive thair authority^* In any ease when it ernes 
to the question of Justifying ordinary ludgeeients of ethics 
tooth these stohools Justify each one of auch Judgeeesits toy 
shoving that it follows from an application of a rule or 
principle of ethics to a particular case* heasenix^ in the 
case of this sort of Justification taints the formal striiitvre 
of argunexit as already dlscuasad atoova^* ' 


iipraT^ns^ 

ml Ibid* p t* 

sij itoid! p B* 
&Si ItoJdf p B# 
m) xhidy B 2« 
m} fp Am of 


hon^^iif |p"l|" 'iy 


the 'prese'iii woriu 
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Jiiatific&llm. 

ilaarai agaiii| Siill rajocta the pexceptusi fflodi^l of irorifieRttoa* 
H® di«tJLn^uish3» between tte first prineiplea of lttJOMle;!go aid 
those of coisdnct or ethics , end says that both the sorta of 
prliielpfas «p© iTCapablo of proof* let there is this difference 
between the® that 

"th® former, being matters of fact* may be the 
anblect of a direct appeal to tim faculties which 
Jodge oi fact • namely, onr senses , and onr 

101:011181 ctonaclonsneas* .2® 

Bht, ttm principles of eondnet or ethics cannot be so irerilled* 
the reason is tliat ethical principles belong to tlie logiesllf 
distinet set of imperatives • Imperatives cannot be vwified 
by appeal to empirical observatioiii duly assert ions abont facta 
can ba verified by appeal to empirical observation* 

Her can ethical principles be feat if lei by deriving them 
by the ordinary rnles of logic* For, St is they which are 
awed to fnatlfy the orcfiiiary ethical Sndgaments or the lesser 
rules of ethics <l*e», rnles of leaser generality) belonging 
to any ethical theoryi t.hey thmaelves cannot be Inatified 
within that ethical theory | for, everything within that 
ethical theory is' justified by appeal to thaia* 

Mill v^y clearly eiates a distinction often oterioO'lbed 
by his critics between |iistification within theory and 4natificatioii 
of the theory itself* fhe utility principle is weed to Instify 
ethical Indgwents and ethical rdea of lesser generality 
within the utilitarian ethical theoryt the utility principle 
itself cannot be |nstified in the same way within the utilltefisn 
ethical theory* 81 th# ordinary ethical iudiw^s a deductive 


m mu, t,a,, lUMtlfWMiltt i>oBteB| * sa. 



it 


3\»tS.flc»tlon or, »« Mill, colls it, proof, mn to g$.mn Imt 

not of the utility principl© itself# fon con accept os* reject 

tim lAtility principle but in no conaition can fcm gi-va a 

iaeuctiu© pro<^ of the pi'inciple* For, 

*^Questioiis of ultimate ends ere not e&oEWible to 
direct proof* vihetairer can to pi^oved to t» i3oo<9, 
must be so by being sho¥Ti to be a mear® to soaiatliing 
admit tad to to good without prcjof*#®® 


Further, 

*»c|uaatioiw of ultimate aiiSs do not admit of proof 
in the ordinary acceptation of tto terma. To to 
incapable of proof by reasoning is common to all 
first principles, to the firat ps^mimm of our^ 
iwowledge, as nail as to ttoae .of our conducta#^ 


igain, 


*11, thetty it is asserted that titer# is a comprehensive 
formula, incluiSiiig all things which m\‘- in tliemselvea 
good, and ttot whatever else i« good is tot so as 
an end, but as a means, tto formula may be accepted 
or rejected, but is not a subject of what is commonly 
understood by proof* 

k first principle oi m ethical theory, or to be specific, 

the utility -principle of thi utilitarian ethical theory, may 

to aeceptad or rajected, but it is not a subject to what 

is commonly understood as proof# But, from this, iill warns, 

we m-is tot *'to infer titat its acceptance or r^^jeetion smat 

depend on blind impulse or arbitrary choice #•# the subject is 

within tto cognisance of the rational faculty #«# Cofsiderations 

may be presented capable of determining tto intellect either 

to give or withhold its assent to the doctrito, and this ia 

ewivalent to proof*®®* Mill adds# 

me do tot bnow the Principle (of utility) with - 
our senses or intellectt but we can discuss conditioiis 
which mato^ood tto claim of the prineiple to be 
teli«ved«W# 

'l yigarri: — — * 

27) m«, P S8* 
tsl Ibid, i 4* 
tm Ibid! p 4* 
so} Ibid, p m. 




It is clear that Kill mwfoer® i# a deetictitra proof 

of tlw priBcipl®* To seriersliaoi hi» i^wher® holda 

that tlw first itflnciplas of ethics ars ctpahls of proof ©r 

disproof in tte strict aej-so in shich proof is ©^iiiiirslent t© 

dofi-yetive proof. His clsto is that th» damarid for a dedwtiira 

proof of the first principles of ethics is Siaposaibla, 

He can only safe, Wh^ simld we belieire in the first prineipleaf 

or I V’hy do we hold the first pi inciplea to he true? He writes t 

«Vlmt ought to be roquireS of this fioctrine [i*a,| 
the utility doctrinej * .^het coMitions is it 
requisite tlxat the doctrine should fulfil « to 
ttske good claltaa to be beliewed?**®^ 

The point that Mill seams to be asicing la that no cognitive 

33 

hut oKdli' prapsetic justification of the first principles 
of ethics is possihlei the dsaaiid for a cognitive justifiestion 
of the f irst prin^^pliMi is out of place* 

Saving explained what sort of * proof* or justification 
of the first pX'imiplm of ethics Mill is attemptiag, 1 will 
now state as far as possible in Mill's own is»rdS| the justification 
that he has put iorth for the utility pi'inciple* This proof 
has been siuch criticised and condeomed by msmt of the csritics 
of Mill begiming with Henry Midgwick and £■•£* Moore, I do 
not attempt to give ay own criticism of the proof here end nmi 
That I will do latei‘* let me first^very clearly say what 
the proof is* 

Millie * proof* of argument is twcNitiered* He shove 
f irst| that ple-esurci utility^ m happiaata is tli« endf and 
then, that heppineas alona and aothiiig elae than happioesa 

^ — ^ — — • 

m} for an excellent discussion of the distinction between 
coinitive and praioatic juatificatiinii aee feigli Bmrberti 
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is tte oiifi', I 'Will fro© S^ill ©xifinslirelyi 

Ci) fUi^t p®rt of the m'gvmnt is as foXlowst- 

only proof cr^pable of being gii^en tlmt m obX©ct 
i® visible is tliat people eetiaftHy see it^ the only 
proof that a oonn^ is audible is that people hear it| 
and so of the other eottfces of otir oicperienee* In 
lixe Banner I I apprv3h8n<5 ttm sola evidence it 1® 

f oseible to produce that anything i® desirable ia 
hat people do actually deaire it, 'If the end 
which the Utilitarian doctrine proposea to itself 
ware not, in theory and in practical acknowledged 
to be an endi nothin^ could ever convince any person 
that it waa ao, lio reason can be given vhp tl» geysoral 
hftppifiea® is do® ir able, except that each person, so 
far as he baliava® it to be attaimble dosira® his 
own liap pines®* This, however. kUiib a fact, we haw® 
not only all the proof which the css® admits of* but 
all wi'iich it is possible to require , that hap pines a 
is a good I that each person*® happiness is a good 
to that prsoHi arid the gener'el happiness therefore , 
a good to tte aggregate of all p®r..on»*#®"^ 


(ii) This part of tte argument ahowa only tlist **Happi»ss is 
one of the ends of conduct , and consequently om of tb^ 
criteria of aof allty* fo show that h&ppimsii is ttea sol® 
end of coiiduct Mill has to show not only that people aesire 
happiraossi but also that they never deetr© anything els©,^ 

SO| thi second^ part of his argment runs as followst llappimsa 
is the sola end} for all otter endS| such as virtuey are 
eitlier (a) oeans tOg or (b) part of ^ happinessy which aloiie 
is the standard of appro tet ion aix! disapprobation, 

Xn the case of Ca)t there is no problasi. In the case of (b) 
things in being desirod for ttmir ownscakei are desir'Od as 
part of teppimiss, false virtu© sr^ etom-y for* exanipl<i«t 


On the Meaning and the 
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*jDe principiia Hon fisputandum 
hiiaits of Justif icstion* I 
Max Black, prantice«Hall, 
im$ m imrnhm* 

mmuit ftijAMMiaiHia ho^ni pp 
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ontrtue is not tlis» only things originally a maan®^ 
an(?, wJiich If It wore not a means to snythlni: al»©| 
wfjol^ ba a-nd xemein ind if far anti trot wliich by 
assoc iat ion with wimt it is a siu-wis to. comas to &» 
dasli'oa foi-jLtsalf , and tt»t too with tte utmost 
intansity*#^ 


Similarly I motmyt 

aprom being a means to im|>piae»S| it Ims come to l»® 
itself ft principal ingredient of the individual*® 
conception of Iwjppiness. tlm siwe may fe@ said of 
tJte majority of tisi groat objects of Ixuman llfe***^ 

iJbat t}mm two asccmiplos &hxm is that what was a means once 

l»ecom@a a part of tha end to wMcli it wm a means, **Wlusit 

was' oi^tce desirec! as an instrment for tlie sttai^isent of 

JmppintSB^ haa come to be desired for its own sate* In being 

iesired for its own sate, it is, however | desired as part 

of Imppiness**.^ Hence, Mill coacl-u^esi 


wtliero is in reality nothing desire except 
happiness# Whatevei' is desired otherwise tlmn 
as it naans to sene end beyond itself, and 
ultimately to happiness, is desired a# Itself a 
pert of heppiness, and is not desired for itself 
until It has becoBQ soft, 39 


Mill is fully aware of the fact that the second part of his 
arguinent is based on the contingent fact th»t fthwian nature 
is no' constituted as to desire nothing wMch Is not either • 
part of Iwpplness or a means of happiiisae»^* 


37) 

38) 


Ibid, p 34# 

Ibid! p 34# 

Ibid, pp 34-38, Cf, Stevenson, Cji,, 
l»ondoat fale University preset 19M| 

Mill| J#s,, » 3f# Mill ftddSf 

ila be a poor thing, very ill provided with sources of 


Ciiipter ¥111 Ipp 174 * 41110 )# 


WOU4 


happiness, if there were not this provision of iistisr®, by 


which things originslly indifferent, but conducive to, or 
otherwise associated with, the satisfaction of our 
prinitive desires, become in themselves sources of pleeaure 
mje^& valuable than the primitive pleasures, both in 
permsomaney, in tlu space of human existeiice that they are 
capable of cover ing, and even in lntaaiityft#i il|M||£liMil| 
also- compare this view with John 8«wey*s view ©ntha 
tuttstion of m»mm9tiA relationship# 

40) Hill, J.S*, BliiA|.igAialLHII.». hendoni p 86# 



Is tMs m&Bmtim et Imoian pa ^etiology , or m 

Mill puta it ’ps^cliologlcelly trwf iid 3roco£ais«iS tliet ■ 
tills qBtdtloa is « ^usstioa of fact sod mxpePi^mm m& tHet 
it mu Ism iscM«Ni oali' on tiio sigri^onoo of sapiriesi, ists# 

It can o.a|f Iso dotoreiinod bjr frsotisod sslf^oonaeiotismas aoi 
solf-MObsorvistion, asslstofi bjr ofesoriifatioa of otters'^* Mill*# 
baliaf is tbst 

*tiias« sourcss of eiriiencs tliat is, tto soureos 
eompr<}|ioMsd ondor tbo mm<^ ompiiricsl observation 
impart islly consiaitoil. vill daolaro tost doairing 
a thing and findini;. it ploaasnti avaraion to it and 
thinking of it sa painlni, are phanofflana antirol;^ 
iBsaparsblOi, or two parts of the s&m ptmnmi&mu m 
in strictnass of langnagOi two iiffarant modes of 
naming the same psjrchologieal faet| that to think of 
an ohlttot as desirable (amless for the sake of its 
eonaequenoea) I and to think of it as pleasant ^ are 
oi^ and the same thing | and to desire ensTthingi 
exeept in proportion as the idea of it is pleasant^ 
is a physical and aetaphjrsieal iapossibilitjd**^ 

Bence^ his conelnsi<si is that 

«*EBppinese is the sole end of huBian aoti<m| and 
the proftotion of it the test whieh tO' indge of 
all Imiian oonimet. from whence it r^oes^ilr follows 
that it snist be tm criterion of ji^alitjr« since a 
part is included in the whole** ,48 


So far, 1 have stated Mill*# argoBient or proof in his 
own words# Mowi before I give Moore* s isriticisn of Mill*# 
argi»ienty I ainst show tht atroetnre of Mill*# argnneiat. so 
that the argument is not misunderstood# 

Consider the first part of the sr giiseKt# fhcoiAgbont 
the argument we shall note that Mill wees the expresiions 
•desirable* I *end'*| •(•onething) ought to be attained* as 
sjrnonittotts expressions# Me .shall also 'Dote that the argnmenl 



is mt iiitaiiSsd to a srgmsnti) it om.i’ «i»a «t 

pfosentixig e0i»jiao2'stions mm^ mtmmim tM intoiloet 

to 4.ive its assort to tiB fijrat pfinoii^la ol mtiiitsriaii 
«tMc8f tii@. titiiitjr priocipio, TIb argimoixt m|r Im regsrSoi 
as cofiipfisini;' of tw atsgosf* 

SoffiotMrig is iosijrabl.a/is an ®iid[| 

actvAlif iaslfs tinat thing/ 
ttmt thini is aeiuiouMgai to ba daalirabitt/ 
ttet tMog is knoiiii to ba an «ts 3 * 
tiKi ioi^ea o£ tho arguasut is tisit, fjrcaa an aspirieal point of 
triowi it is iatpos^iibla to ssf that ^ is iaairablo-| or tliat 
ought to bo dosirod, or that jg mn ba d«sirod| unioss 
tbore is at laast one parson who has actually dasirod 4, or 
aeyjiowladgad j;. to bo an amy or itnown to ba dasirablo* 
fo Bill’s rhetorical question^ ’Can you assart to ba an and 
tydess you hare already aclcnowlad gad ^ to be m tha 

answar clearly iB^ Hof unless you allowad the assertion t.hst 
thsra' can ba an and which can JMitiMr ba dasirad nor 
acitnowladgad to ba^an and^ fo hold this latter position 
would attoiuat to saying that an object is visible yet people 
cannot sea it | or that m sound is audible yet people cannot 
hear iti a position which can b# held by thoaa who really 
do not sea logic^ Bhat Mill is saying is only tliist 
g is acgnowladged to be an and/is dasirablaf 
fharafora^ M < |f*^* ’* the argunant is not daductiaa4 

aanaral happiness is dasirabla/an and/ought to ba atlaiiiaii 
iacausoi Each parson dmUtm his own happlnaiia/ 
each .pMfsoii*s happiness Is a good to tlwt pofsoni and 
thO' genital happiness is a good to tim agiragate 
of ill ^p«raoi»». 


pnt tlM argwant istw 

i*]«ch pwmn*& teppimt® is « goo(6 to that per son* 
flierofciroy aXX poraom* tmpptm»& goiwrsX tiappiiieiis) 

1® » good to tlie aggregate of all porsoiw» 

Thereforsy gomral teppinesa ia aesirahlo/itK eui/otight 
to iio attained* 

Coffiteining i<A.} and C tfm argnaant tal»e tte folloviig 
fomt* 

iiy to eaaert that ^ ia aoknowiedgai to be an pM/ 
deair atle/acaiathing whioti oi^ght to bo attained 
(g> is to assert tJriat ^ is an and, 4o* 

(3> Btft, lisppiiiass is acimowXedged to be an eiid| de» 

(4) fherefortti iiappimas is an eni| m* 

|»et ns ealX this argument the gsmaa arignenl* 

It shonXil be noted that KiXX is not giiriiii m a ieduetiira 
ariument* The gawa argment shows onX^ that happiness is 
SB end* Xn the part (ii> ol hie argmitent. Kill attempts 
to show that heppinest is thii fpl® suit Xn this seeond part, 

Ms argiinent t albas the loX lowing formg* 

f hssisi lUBiaii nstiire is so oonslitnted as to desUre 
nothing wMoh is not either a part of 
happiness or a meagia of happtneiMi* 

This is an enpirioaX eXalii| and liiXX oXoarXf reoogMs^ it 
to be so* Thereforoi he sajrs that to assort the truth of this 
psfOlislogiMl foHpirioail o|a|«, one Ms to nse the net hois 
of mpiMiml observation* Mill oXalns that the i./;. n«thodi;ihf 
onpirioaX olmorwation ahow that liiniai haings doalro happiness 
and nothing eXao* fhereforo, this enpirioaX oXaint is true* 



Bo»| comMii# tte gamma lurgmant nith tto argwtanl 

ttui fm gmt tHa tiisaia tliat liappiiiats is ttm aol© eM* Ttm 
mrgm«nt t alias tim folioviag forui* 

(i) j| is aeisnowlaiga^ to l»a an aniy 
C2) ttiaifaforoy ^ is aii axidi^ 

1 3) Happioass is aeiciioiiia^geii to ))a an ondy 4<s« 

C4) Tliarofora, happiniisa is .an andly 
CS> Itaan natiara la .so oonstitntad as to a&siiro 
nothing vhicli is not oithar a ^part or a moans 
of hfippinsss 

C6> fiiaraforsy h»ppi,m»& is tha sola aiiS« 
tlm argument is not a dadnotiira argasant* in tte following 
aaotionsy I will first stats Moc^a^s &ettiGim of lilly and 
than X will mxmim Moors* s «sritiel8m« liatopy I proposa to 
sKanins Mill* a thaorf iniapandwtlf * 

IX 

Moors* » Critieinii of Milli* 

Moors*# oritieiM of Hilly hroadlf. tatsa two fomisi QjMi 
that Millf in iiwi.hg rsasoos for his first prineipis of sthissy 
nanolfy Happinssa is ths onlf thing dsairabis as an sniy has 
'eoiifnssd *d«>slralils« whioh is an sthioal prsdioats with *is#lrid* 
which is a dsseripticsy fsetnaly prod iinitS| and thns sonoittsd 
tlm natwraiistio fallasf* ||giy that Mi|i»s sniiirisal slain 
that •nothing hut pisasnrs or happinass is dosirsi* is hath 
(a) sttpiriitailf falssy haeanas it is hassi on a mvSmim of 
ths masm tns Ofnoot ol Ossiroi and m smitrsdieMl hf 


m 


Ms ovn admission tl»t otter thinga tten plmaWB are also 
4«8lr®i« looa;‘a points out ttet in his attosipt to patch up 
th@ aaif*coiitradiction^ Mill tea coMusad meana %i>itli otes hf 
•tte ateuri dooiaration that what is a naans to teppimss is 
*a part* of hsppinass*^* 

Thar# ara two nora argsmants urgai Moor# against MiXX« 

Qua is to show that Mill* s doetrina of « dif farate€|bf 

tiMilitf in pXaaaufaa* is inconsistent with his fundanantnl ttesia 

45 

that plaaaure alona is good as an and • 4fld tte ottea* 

arpmant is dosignad to show that his reasoning tmm tte 

atatmanl *aa€h parsoiiy so far as te baiiawas it to ba 

attainable y das ires Ms own teppinass* to (ganaral happinasa 

is dasirabla* logically lands Kill oMf to mgiotm^ not to 

46 

ttilitarianiSBi* 

ftesa are I rougtilfi all tte oblaotions raisad by Koora 
against Mill* I do not propose to discuss all of thint* 

For, it is m% lay office to dafand Mill against Moova* My 
only object tea is to show whether Mill as snatMcal tiaturalisl 
coBirnits tte fallacy called by Moors tte naturalistic fallacy 
wMch Mooi'a elaisis an at Meal naturalist suit coiamit if ha is 
to ba a teturalist in atMcs« It is also a .pa^t of my objaettea 
to show tew far Moora*s eoncaption of atMcal naturaiiipo fits 
insfith the actual prsetiea of tte so«csllai athical naturalistsi 
psrticularlyi Mill# X will therefor# discuss only tlie»sa 
abj actions wMch tefa a direct baaring on ay objaettea# My 
nathod of doing this will not te polanicalg what X will do 
is only to slats and >aaEp|sin what Moors has to say against 
Mill and I will try to sat tMs against what Mill actually 
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}ias aaid md Aom* Mf Is tliat Moor® lias totail;^ 

iiisiiiiSorstood »M tliet Im notili mt tmm said thii^s 

agalnitt Mill ln& has roallf salil hai tm esrofiillf floi 

correctly iindwstoo® Mill*s both tte worUa CD k S3fg..tflgt..,.cif ...LomIc, 

»m tm I e® mnrn that «lli is nhilly 

right sni Moore M wholly urotig* 

f iMj siethoi that loore aiopts for criticlalng Hill cootlata 
in aapoaing the reaiionii olfarad by Mill for the trmth of 
th® fir«t principle of his ethical theory*^^ • , . , ^ , 

(I will presently say what that principle is«) Hai'e I am 
concarnai with Moore's mathoS of criticising Mill* Moore 
writasiM 

«X do not tmarrel with th^ Li«a*» the Htdonists 
whoa® one Sfflportant repreaantatiwa is y«S# MillJ ahenfi 
most of their practical concliosions , 1 Quarrel only 
with the roaaons by which they aaaii to thinh their 
conclusions can be sw^ported"*'^ 

The reason why Moore is concarned with Mill's for 

the first principles of ethics rather than with anything 

elae can 'be found in xoore's own conception of a first principla* 

Eight in hia preface to the Prlnj^iaia gthiep f Moore diatiagwishoa 

betvean two (inastiimst what hina of thinga: omght to 

exiat for th^ir own sakei or are good in theBtselves | or have 


m} Mooroi PriiMgl&ia EtMca^ C*h*P, (1903) | p* xei* 

m) Xbli| m 

'M) ibiiy fp moos* 

47) Ibid* p* 3cti# 

40) Xbii* p «i. 
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isifei’insic irsluaf mO. (2) ttind of acfcitms otieM w to pt»forii, 

or ST'S .right , or ar# imtieaf fl» first pi’inoiples of ©thics 

ars snawors to ttio first question* When askoi ©xaetljr Mhst 

feinaS of roasoos «ro ralwant as argijtiients for or against 

aof partiottlar answor to tl^i^ Moors* a ropif isi 

*It feocoffloa plain tlist, for m»w9f& to tim tpeat 
quostloii, no rolssant @¥id«noe wiiatovor rnnrn 
adioeedi froia no oth&r truths oxespt tliomsalws alonOp 
oan it If iisfar^od that timy ai'S oitMr txm or 
fslooa.4t 

Bov aliomt raasom for or agaimt &mM^B to tJhp second quoationf 
Bara is Moors* a anawart 

**Ai for the fi^cond quaationp it teixones aqnallf 
plainp tliat anr anawar to it capable of proof or 
iiafOroof • that I izidaad. so many differ ant eonaidarations 
ar© ruieaant to its truth or f#laahood| as to oak© 
tha attainsont of probability vary diffieiatp and 
the attainront of certainty i«pos»lbia» ,«» 

of avidanea that is both nscaasary and also ralavant 

to such Bnm/BrB em ba exactly defined t >*such evidence mmt 

contain propoaitioni of two IsIMb and of ttio kinde otilyi 

it siiist consiat, in the first placci of truths uith regard 

to the result of the action in question » of 5aaui.al truths © 

hut it must fi^.ao ci^siti ethical truths of our^ first ^or 

•elf*fivid«iit class* Many truths of both Minds are necessary 

to the proof that any action ought to be donei and any other 

Itind of evidw^e is uholly irrelevant***^ Bare conea the erm 

of his sethod of criticising Mill and other etliicsl thihtera 

diseueaed in the frinplais^ Be writes t 

**lt folloes that* if any ethical philosopher offers 
for erofositions of the first iiind sny evidence whstever* 
or if. for propositions of the second Mindi he oithar 
fails to siduee both causal and ethical truths, or 


tTO;"?:"© ' ! ?; 

iOi IMd* p« Viii* 
SI) Ibid, p. lx* 
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truth* ttmt mm neithttr. hi* rtaso&ifig M& 
ml ttm laaat to ostf!ihii*h M* eoneXtjeio]^* 

But aot only mm his coKcIusiona totally a«vot^ of 
weight t wo haire, noz'eover, reaaoo to susiioet him 
of the error of confusioii| sliKse the offering of 
Irrelevant evidence gei'^erally Inflicatea tlmt the 
philosopher who offers it has had before his mindi 
not tlwi question which he profeeses to answer , hm 
»( 0 ©© entirely different ©»»*ISS 

IktMSi Moore** claim is that Killf in im%^ has offeriid a proof 

or reasons for the truth of the first principle of his 

ethical theory* In the course of my discusaioni I will try 

to show that hy « reasons* Moore itaans *ieiuetive reasons* ^ 

aa pr-^Miiiasea in a syllogistic argument are said to be *reaaoai* 

for the conclusion of the argiaient* By 'proof* ho means 

strictly 'deductive proof*| end by » argument* | atrictly 

•deductive argument* For the moiienti 1 will request the 

indulgonco of the reaSer to allow me to assume the truth 

of my thesis that Moore does use •resson* m ttm logical 

equivalent of a deductive resaoim or a reason which is 

both sufficient and mcessary for the truth of that for 

which it is s reason* 

Comider Moore's criticise.! that Mill has committed tiie 
naturalistic fallacy* Ihe naturalistic fallacy consits in 
identifying an ethical predicate with a non^ethical oTi to 
be spec£fi«| with a itaturaliatie predi^te* or^ it consists 
in defining or analysing *iood< naturaiistically* I have 
tried to show earlier ^ that the fallacy will he cosimitted 
by those only who have attempted to give us a deflnitioii of 


Ibidi p* is* 

iS) see the Chapter I of the present worit* 
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M» not given U8 m ansljrsis of *®ood» csJf in tejraa 

of «ny mturalistie ■■., ■ p^adicat©* Tiie IJj^st pjinctpl.# of 

Ms othicaX theory tl»t pleasisyr® alone is good is not « 

ststemont of definition oT' of analysis ©f tte oxprossion 

* feci* I thoi*.?foi*e| it i® not m analytie statemont or a 

tautology* fhis principi© shows ©My that ploasnre alone 

la doairabla as an endf and' ten©#, it is a significant 

•tMcal fiidgefflant. lor I® Mill saying whan ho say® that 

plaaswe tlona is good that the word »g©od» is uaad in swch 

end such a way* fharafor©! tlio statamsiit is xiot a nonwathical 

statemant aSsowt t2» {aastiing of th© woi-d •good** Hoof'# is 

pretty wall aware of this* Bi»t| Ms point against Mill is 

tMt Mill cafsiot have tMs principle that pleastsre alon® 

is good as the first principle of Ms athical thoery 

nnloas he has praaupposed a def IMtion of *good*| and thus 

ocwsiitted the mtnralistic fallacy* lie sayai 

*I ^silt that, in order to suppose their [jiilltane*^ 
arpnanta valid ^ they niiat hava before their ainSa 
8«®tM»g .ot.her than the doctrine 1 have defined 
Lthet fa | the doetr in© which holds that »l«otMng 
is good hut pleasure* j , yet, in order to draw 
the conclusions that they draw, it is neceaaary 
that ttsBy should slap have before their iiitida this 
doetrine. In fact, ny fnattf ication for supposing 
t»Bt I ;h*ll s«»« HrtonlaB. 

if I r-)fnte the proposition •nothing is good m 
pleasnra* , is, that although Hedonists have rarely 
stated their principle in this form, and though 
its truth, in tMs foJte, will certainly not follow 
from tteir argueieiite, yet, their etM|il aiethad will 
follow leglcally from nothing els#**ai 


|»* (1003)1 p «l 



To this point I tiwt Mill ii®s pro®uppo®©d e iiEtia'^llstic 

iofiiaitlon of *good* eiid tims coimiStt®^ the net^ellstlG 
faliacf , Moore conslflor'S the roeaons thet Mill has given for 
ths first principle of Ms othical thoorjr. llilX»s first 
principle of his ethieel tteory is that •happiness Is 
diasirablei and the only thing SesirahlO| as an @nS| all other 
things being only desirable as moans to that end* « Moore 
points ont that Mill| having stated the first principle, goes 
ont to prove it by giving reasons# For one thing, this 
ettempt to give « pi‘oof of the fii'iit pi'intiple goes agi4nit, 
that is, ccmtradicta Mill*® another principle that <*ciui!Atioist 
of ultimate ends are not alienable to direct proof* Whatever 

can be ps'oved to be good, must be so by being shD%in to be 

■S7’ 

a means to aoaiothlni admitted to be good without proofs % 

The first point which I wish to aakLO is that Moore has 
completely misunderstood Mill# Mill maizes a clear distimtion 
between what can be proved or shown to be true i^fthln the 
framework of the utilitarian tteory and what ca^nnot be so 
proved or shown to be true within that theory# Mill aiahes 
it very asq^lieit that tin utility principle caar«»t be proved 
within the utilitarian theoryi for it is tha first principle 
of the theory, and the fir at principles of any theory either 
of bnowledge or 'of conduct cannot be proved or disproved 
within t.hat theoryi you can oMy asii. about them whether or ned 
you should accept or r elect them as true# the first principlaw 
are such as 

Tim 

mi Ibid, f* «5* ^ , 

m HiU, l*s«, Mtilitarianisgi. hondoni p 3E« 








ht-i acc®pt<36 or acted | but are not m ssufeject 
oX whet is ccMWonly wd®r stood hy proc»f* i8« 

Thore is *& imegm mmm.m oi ttm word proof*®® I end proof 

in this iergor sofiso consists in giving rationsi considoratioim 

for accopting. or ro4@cting the Hr at principles « Hill ssyst 

eComidorstioBs aty he prosontwS capahli^ ol dotoraining 
the intellect either to give or withhold Its sascat 
to the doctrinal and thih is equivalent to proof**®®* 

looroi It is apparent I fails to see the difference feotween 

th* two tjyses of the word » proof *1 and consequently accuses 

mil of giving the .sane sort of proof for tha first piincipio 

as tlie one which can be given for ordina2'y ethical judgments | 

or iudgeyients of leaser goner silty within the Iraaeworg. of 

tfm utilitai’lan theory. 

Consider -now the reasons that Mill gives for accepting 

the first principle of Ms ethical theory that happlneas 

alone is good in itself* I have already shown ttm structure 

61 

of his arguatent * Briefly the argument goes as follows !»• 

(1) Happiness is deairable/good in itself /ss^i 
C2) heeauaei people do actually desire it* 

«Ther#| that is enoughs | says Moore | **that is my first point* 
Mill has made as naive and artless a use of the naturalistic 
fallacy as anybody could desire, ^Good**! he tells us* means 
« desirable* y and you can only find out what is desirable 
by seelcing to find out what is actually desired** • Vhat 
Moera is saying is that kill has deduced logically the 
coneluaion *Happiitess is desirable* from tl»i |f emiaa *f*eople 
do actually desire happineaa** i 0 W| to conclusion is 

PT ' TOiriTC 

6m Ibid, p 6* t 

W Ibid* o 4# 

«1> Pp i&i»l6 of the presto work* 

«a) Mow*) GJB.t gUMlnla ttthlM- C.D^. (ISOS)) * tS. 
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I tin© pxmlm ia factual* ikinS^ aa Moor® . 

mm&ivm it, tlw ralatioii the fa?«aal»» ar^ tti© cmcliwioB 

li®i'0 is t'm logical jr«l«tlo» of ai»l^tlelty with tli® 
cooacquaoc# tlmt if th® arg’iancutt is to b® hoM welli %lmn it 
ttuat also bo hold tiitt tlis *doaU'&d* in the premiss is 
Identical with the •dealyablc* in tim conclusion* His point 
is that this idcntlficstioii of th© *d©sUoi* with the *d®sirablii» 
Cfciinot b© ««d#* He wsfiis that if we aada this idwtlflcetion 
then we cannot gim sanse to such sigisif leant esp^easions 
as *iood* desires* or *bad desires* « such expressions show 
that what is desired nsf not be good inse factQ ^ and good 
in proportion to the aaount it is desired* In a word« * desired* 
being factual is neutral with respect to tmlusit it nsf be 
assigned either of the ethical walues good or bad dependins 
upon the point of view and the time and conditions of the 
srgment* 

ggsixii also **if the desired is ieso facto the good| tlwm 

good is lasQ facto the notiire of our actionS| and there can 

be no question of finding notices for doing it, as Mill is 

at such pains to d0**^« lloore sddst 

**|f Mill*# explanation of * desirable* be true 
then his ststenent that the rule of action nay be 
.^nfounded with the notiwi of it is untrues for 
the notice of action will therk be according to 
^ iPSo- facto its rulet there can be no distinction 
betwemei the^, and therefore no confusijm, and 
thus he has contradicted hSnse If flatly***^ 
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let M tafee up first the srgustent Xrm the MmmUimttm 


of the *desired* with tha *desirsble* * 1 will begin astiihi i 

liai 'w t - i j L "" jw — — -, PP 

Wl# ^n®S.* p or* 

m.) lua; 9 «r. 



wh»t em it h% ttuit mm lumm 

with th® 1 li»w® iwaiettei «feoir« 

that this eau h® said otii^ if it is assumed that th® reiation 
h®tv®«m ths pi-emiiMi containifig th® •€®sir®d* aiid tht coneltision. 
containing the •d@sifahl®* Is olaiiti®# h^ Mm to tm ttm logieai 
i‘@lation of analfticity* fh®t is tossy, whar® (2) is a 
^reason* for (i> as pr€Meiss in a syllogistic arpmient is 
said to to a reason for its oonelnsion, this moans | Moor® 
is nsing «r®aaoni« as *r®asons which nr® both snffieiant and 
nsoosssry** In other words, h® is nsihi * reasons* as aqt^iwalitit 
to •dodnetiw® rsasona* , and th® argsmant from <2) to Ci) 
as a sU'ietly dsSnotiw® arghmant, ina, this is .pracia^y 
what Mill doniea h® is doing* Mill is ianying that a strict 
proof of th® utility priaoipla can to givan# Ha is swan 
danying that wa oah ash for a strict proof of tha first 
prineiplaa within th® framaworg of tto utilitarian thiiory* 

This maans that to is denying vary elaarly tto-iaductive 
relation hatwaan (1) and (a)# It follows that Mill is not 
idantifying the *desirad* with tto *dasUrshls** 

f ha reasons of fact which Mill is putting forth for 
the utility principle sra haing put forth with the olasr 
raeognition of tto fset that they are maant for e-:. .. anshling 
tto intellect to accapt or r®4®«t the principle^ not to prows 
that tto principle is true* FoTi he toldS| that for tto 
truth or ewen fslsity of tto utility principle no rnstons 
in tto sense of reasons which are both suf ficient and 
neiNissary can to givih:# My point is that Moor® is not malting 



la case of Mill ttia vital ifiistliiotioa betiriioa yrnmmm foi* 
aocoptlag oi‘ Jrojiootiai; tfp llarst |ji*iacipl®a ®fsi> i?oa«oM foJ? 
or agalast tl» tfath of tlKi first pi'iaciples» It is oaijf a® 

« rosttlt of fttilitfa to mate tMs dlatiaeftloa in tae cas® of Kill 
that M oaa accas# Mm of having idEantifiad tlie »ioair«a» 
with tim *4a#lrabl®« , if it 1» steva (aa 1 hava tjc‘ia6 

to show that this roelly is tins cos®) tijat Mill Ijs» not 
oqnotoa tto ♦^loAiJpaa* with th® ♦4®»ir®hl®> , a foctnol ifrcf^icat® 
with an Kthical predicoto, than in no way can it shown that 
Mill Ms eommittaS the imitwrallstie fallacy which in affect 
consists in this sort of identification* 


I have triad to show aliov® that Mill has not arfiiod 

dadnetivaly from the dteirodnosa of something to its deslrahilityf 

thoreforoi that ho has not identifiad th® •dooirafelo* with ths 

•doslrdd*! and h®iic®| tm has not committed ths naturalistic 

fallacy* 1 pros>oao to show in this saction that no hottar 

reason can b& given for anahling tM Intalloct that happiness 

is ddsirahle than tha one which Mill has actnal ly givan* 

X wish to draw the attantion td the rasder to the followingtw 

etha sola avidanca it is posaibla to produce that 
anything is dasirahle is that people do actually daaire 
it* If the and which tha Utilitarian doctrine proposes 
to itself were not| in theory and in practical 
aclmowl edged to ha an end. nothing conld ever 
convince any 'person that it was so* Mo reason 
can he given why the general happiness is 
desirahlSf escept that each personi so far aa ha 
helieves it to he attainahle desires Ms own 
hspidliisss# fhiS| however I heing a faat| we have 
not only all the proof which the ease aemits of* 
hut all which it is possihle to retiiir#* ift 


X.et me analyaa Mill*! arpimiHstii Xt mils at followat 


«) HIU, 3^.t Btllltylulmi. I,ontol>t p* tt>3a. 
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Cl) iteppimss is to b«.% m eiad, i*©*, 

d'Osir^bin, 

(8)fJiar®J!of«| liappiiS68« is an eafi, i*0*| desirabia* 
My contention is tljat (i) ia a reason fo*' aaying <8>, tliongh 
it is not a reason in tto s ease sei'ise in wliicb preiRiss is a 
reason for the conelnsion in a iesfinctiife arg« 0 tit* Consifier^ 
as a deduct iv® ergiment, it is feliacionst for Kill is arpdin 
froBB *is acimowledged to be an end* in (1) to *is an end* in 
(E)l and that this passage iitm tocmn to be the eaue to is 
really tte case is faiiacioos. For, whet really is tha esse 
may not be kmivn to be ease, and conversely, witat is 
mioiiii to bo the ease may not really be tht;» ease. Mill, 
however, did not intend the ei-gment to be dednetive, 
fo say, as Moore does, that the argument is fallaeions, 
therefore, is not relevant to whit Hill is saying. 

Finally, Mill is often eritieised for siseoneeiving tiM» 
analogy between * visible* anr' m* • audible* and •desirable* . 

It is asset'ted by Moore, for that Kill fails to 

distinguish between the two tises of the * desirable* , namely, 
one in which the word is used for <ean be desired* and ti^io 
in which it is used for *ougIit to be desired*^, fhat is to 
•ay, it is asserted that Hill has conibsed the ethical ssnse 
of the * desirable* with the non^ethical sense of it, (for 
my comments on this point, see p, m of th» present work). 


Consider now Hoorevs point that (1) by ii^htifying the 

•di^lr^ed* with tl» * desirable* Mill himself has (3) confounded 

the motive of action with tha rule of action, a distinction 

ft? 

which he so carefully made «. fhe validity of the point (8) 




la contingent upon ti» iraliaity &i the point (1) that liii 
had not aistiiiguiatea ttm fjpofii the »i@siratol«* * 

I hair® shown ahow that the point (i> is not valid i th®i-afor®, 
in»h |.ect9 shown that the point (2> also is not valid. 

fo onai npf Aftm having stated and axpltiwd position 

I dlscnasad indapendantly aoore*s critfcis© of Mill. 1 pointed 
ont that Moore niaimaerstood Mill tmite a lot, that Mill clearly 
dlstlngnishod ethical fro® iact-ual expresatoim, that he did not 
coBwlt the netnraiistic isllacy eltter by Identifying ethical 
with factual expressions, or by deducing logically ethical 
conclusions fron factual pneiisses* fhe examination of Mill*® 
ethical theory brings out the following points which have 
a direct bearing on ny thee la i« 

(l> Moore*® conception of ethical naturaliairi m a theory 
which nuat <onmit ttm natuz'alistic fallacy is too restrictive 
to include the traditionally lo^wn ethical natia'alists lige 
Mill. 

(2> fho ethical naturalist in order to be an empiricist 
in etMeal theory is not required to hold the thesis that 
etiiioal have the same logical atattis with factual 

ats^teoienta. This result will at once rnmimSe the attempts 
Mad® by acsi® ethical thinicerB at assimilating ethical luifOieiils 
to the class of descriptive, factual statMsents which, as 
these thiiils»rs are prone to hold, must have a referent in 
order to be vei^ifiable enpirically, 

fa) froM C^) above, It also follows that the pereeptual 
nodal of analysiisg and verifying ^etMoal ludpnef^s is absolutely 
inspplieable to ethical ludgenents, and that in the caao of 



m mu mak foi* in tJba tiati 

»mm& of * verification* onij'f as expIainiNl bf mm in t!m 
ctoptor tbre® of tb® present iiorli:* In f»ct| * Jtsstification* 
is acre an sds^nate SKpressiGn in the ease of etliiesi im^gcwents 
tlisii t!» inadequate and misleading vocabulary ©f *ferificatlo»* * 
(4) finally it is sboMii that factual &t§itmmt& can alwajw 
be used mjtmBaom im‘ etliical ludgementS) but oii^y vithin a 
certain etbieal frameworic.* fliat is to say| ubemver m me'^ 
an etbical iudgement, we can use factual statements as reasonai 
tox' it« but in doing sO| w® never go outside tlie ethical 
point of view* 
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I propoMi«i to iineiw® in this ciioptor' Horbort S|ie3no@r*» 
thoorir m iliro» im Ms liooit, Tito Princlolas of StM cs^ 
IfotoBGs I Jt II C1B^«*I893)« CI*E« Moor® tms criticised title 
theory »s a&titrslistie «zid diseiiseid it tit Ms PriitclBis iSthisai * 
Chsptor II, My plan of diacnssioit is as followst first, 

1 will ©litlitis Sp«incer»s theory fey orgaiitstng it fro® th® 
onalytieal point of ai««. Secondly, 1 will stf<te Moora»s 
oriticistt of it as a nat'oralistic theory of ethics, Finallyi 
I will exasiiiie Moore* s criticisn and also give my own 
mBBmemw^ of spencer's theory. 

It is to fee reisi«ffi.li«red that Bent ha®, Mill, ai^ Spencer 
were pot doinf ethics fro® the eonteeiporary, logical, is^int 
of wiew, Bence, they, with one exception of J«s, Mill, aay 
not tiewe discnased snch faontenporarjr profelfitts In ethical 
theory as the distiBotion between the logical feehavionr of 
ethical and noiwetMcal expressions (words and aeiit<mces), 
the relation between praeisses and conclusion of an ethical 
arfwnent, the verification of ethical iwdgwents, the 
instilication of ethical principles, and the liite. Therefore, 
it beccaies necessary to reconstruct the ethleal theories of 
these thinhers from the <^nt«porsry, aiialytical, point of 
view, and thna place the® in a new perspective* I tried to 
do this sort of thing in the case of J^«S* Mill's etM.ccl 
thaoryi bet in hie case the |ob wm hot so difficMti lor, 


U1 


of stfidLeal «aK|j*'®aafoiis ani tfi© natiire of otMcil 


argwioiit S.8 »wpri«tngi|f ©oiorii iii tomr# Wh»n| 

I come to <ll»©iuia Herfeert Spmmm fro® the afialytical |»olnt 
of view, my job becomes more difficult* I Mill try to be 
f aitwtul to Speiwer ia oatliaiag Ms theory by elloMiryg Mm 


to »p®»b for hSmself whmmm eag Mheaovor necessery. 


It is importent at the outset to iJreii the dlsttuctioa 

MMeh spencer himself hss emphsaised betMoen his own retionel 

ntilitarieMsm end MilPs empirical iitilitariMiimB* My 

reason for giving the tmportaiKse to this distinction is 

Moore* s criticism of Spencer that he is confused with respect 

to the first principles of his ethical theory*^ Mowf both 

the theories MM pleasure or happiness to be the sole 

or the mltiiiate principle of morality* life have already 

seen for Mill| pleasure is the sole icod* For spencer 

also **the good is nMversslly plessiarable** that both Mill 

ani spencer hoM pleasure to be the nltSmate good is clear 

from tM common name •’utilitarianism* they have accepted 

for their ethieel theories* igain| both Mill ani spencer are 

antUintnitionists* we have already seen Mill* a anti* 

intnitioniam* fhat spencer alMriai the seme anti»intuitionist 

attittide is clearly rsfleeted in the following passeget' 

afhe unavoidable conclnsion ia| theii| that the 
intuit i«niiat does not| tm cansot ipiofe the ultimate 
derivation of right and wrong from pleaaore and 
paiv\» However amth ha may be gaidedi ani rightly 



8} Speneeri ilefliiv 
In sidHietiiient r^ 
« Spencer* a yrin 
the pTiSMiiib" wor 


l)y tfm d<ic;isiom oi e&mcl&mm rospcictiiag 
■ tha ciMi'Bcters of act| im imu erne to iiaw oonfWonc® 
in tl»»e iaolaions beoaiaao im perceivoa, ’reguali*' 
but poaltifolyi tijat coiiioraity to tfmm ftyc^tliar® 
tha ualfar® of bimsmlf otber®! arid tlmt dlarsgard 
of tliaei ontails in ttm long run sufi'oring on all* 

Maquir© Mm to rmme any sioral*aonao ludganant by 
which ha iriiowa aa right ^ aosi® kind of act that uill 
bring a aurplua of paid, taking into account the totals 
in tMs life and in any Bmvmm6 other life, and you 
find him unable to nmne onet a fact proii^ing that 
underneath all th&m intuitions respecting tha 

f oodneaa or' badness of acts, tlmT% lies the 
undemental assumption that acta are good ox bed 
according as their aggrigate affects Incroasa mon*s 
happliaess oi‘ increas© their misery***® 

The point of difference batvaen the tuo utilitarisn theox'ies 

lias in thv? fact, as Spencer view it, that Mill*s utilitarianiam 

if charactarisad ait her by ant ire absance of tte idaa of 

causation or by Inadequate mention of it* lost probably, 

it is character iaad by the latter* Ttia mpts^iml utilitarianiam 

assai'ta, on iprounds of induction, that causal' relationship 

holds good in condri^t to the affect that such and such 

mischiefs or benefits jin go along with such and such acts 

and that the lik-.e relation will hold in future* I'hat is to 

say, it assarts that <*wlien in sufficiently maserous cases, 

it has been found that behaviour of this kind works mil 

while behaviour of that kind works good, these kinds of 

4 

behaviour ^ are to be Judged as wrong and right respeetivaly* * 
Thus tha empirical utilitarianism partially accounts for the 
origin of moral rules, but it does not make causation in 
conduct as forcaful as the rational utilitarianiimi doM« 
Rational utilitarianism, however, asserts more am^ticaliy 
the role of, causation in conduct, isid thinks it to be laore 
! forceful mad rigtnrous than the ampirlcal utilitarimpism 
doea* It is for this reason that Bpmmm tMnks thet 
*the empirical utilitarianism is but a transitioml form to 



be pasaaS throtjgb on tte to ratlcnaX ntilitiirlanioi^®. 
li® writes# 

•*the utllitarlanls® which reco^aes only the 'isriucipl^ 
oi conauct reaehaii by li«iuctloii| i» but preparatory to 
the utilltarianiaa which aeduciia thaae prlMlplaa 
fro® the ppoceaais* of iifo aa cartla^ wwSlcEr ostabllahai 
conaitiona of ©xista»e^#® 

For «if tiisre ar« cauasl relations bstvean acts 8is<? their 
resttlts, rules of coart%.ct can becona scientific only w!«ni 
they are dioduced fro® these cauaal relatlona, ***“! 


The point which is adhibited by this distinct icei is 

that Spencer’s ethical theory,, strictly apeating., is mtilitarian 

with its fundaaental principle being that pleasurai happinaas., 

oi' utility is the ultimate good# The only difference between 

it and, Mill’s is that it is more rigorous in givixstg a aeientific 

treatment or foundation to the rules of ethics within the 

utilitarian frimewort* spencer says# 

’’iwal rules •«« may be established by indiucticm from 
Lthel ©bserirofi consequ&nces [of actlom done by 
individuals end aocietle^S 

^actions ere millei good or bait according a« they are 
or ara not conducive to » general good, or welfaratt 
©r utility«,t ^ 

and whether or not they actually do so can be bnoifii from 

experience* igain, 

ei^ality properly so called » the science of right 
conduct «• mt for its obieet to determiiM how and why 
certain modes of conduct are deteriaentali and certain 
other’ modes beneficial* Tlwise good or bad resultii 


2^ Spenc 

4> Ibid, 


•r'* mafiiUdtei ii » «i 

p ioT 



CfiUTiOt tea hut ast»t b« 

co«®®<iu®nc0» of tb© coiMtitiit Jon of thing® i a»1 
1 Cfomoiv® it to be tl» fenaliM®® of lof'e! actonce 
to fioduc®, fJfoffi the laws of life and the oor^ltlow 
of ajclatams®, what Hinds of action nacasaarily tond 
to prodoc® happiness I and wliat klM© to produc® 
nnhsppinass* Bailing done this, its deductions iff® 
to bo recaogBiaod as laws of conduct 5 and aro to he 
conformod to irrespective of a direct esttontion of 
happiness and »tsery».*« 

’With ttes© risfflarte, 1 now proceed on to Spencer* a thwrf of 

the aeanliig of ethical asEpressior®, 


laaniife... of e thical 

(t) Consider first the method which Spencer employa for 

determining the Besninga of *gocNS» and »ljad»* It eonaist# 

in comparing the meeninga of a word in different couiectlons 

and observing what they have in caomon* If the word 1»» 

eevi^al applications, then we learn tfes •esEentlal* moaning 

of a word - by comparing with on# another those applications 

of It which diverge most widely* He saya# 

**By compering it® meanings in different com^exiona 
and obsweving what they have in common, we lmr|jtha 
essential maaning of a wordj and the essential 
meaning of a word that is variously applied, may 
best be learnt by comparing with om another those 
applications of It which diverge moat widely***^ 

Cii) Spencer critically surveys the various uses of the words 

*good* and *bad* in both ethical and ncMEi*ethical contexts* 

This survey leads him to arrive at the following resultst* 

m In i}o»»elhieal coi^exts to say that somethigg is god 

m bad Is to msf that it is vgood or bad according as it is 

.to 

wall or ill adapted to achieve prescribed ends** illmilarly, 
we class imnaii actions CwMcli are ethically indiff^ent) as 

' TLg 

good or bad according to ttsiir success or failure* 


1S5 Ibid, f 21.. 


UTTuarTmi' 

U) Ibu; * 88. 


iii ttMcal conti93Et»* s»y«# 


"Bw*®, toO| observation shows that w® apply thi«» 
fi*®., the words *good* and »bad*J accorriiig »s tho 
«c4mst!iiont»,gi acts to cncis sra, o* axa not, 
of ficiont** 

His concltafiioa, tJaor-'jfor©, Is that all ow uttorancaa of 
approval anfi disapproval **aali@ thc^ tacit assertion that, 
other things being mwl^ conduct is right or wrong accord ing 
as its special actS| wall or ill ad|nsted to apeeial ends, 
do or do not ftjypthor the general end of self •ppreservatioiT* 
this conclusion Is baaed on his observation of the varioiis 
wsea of the words *good* and^lmd* in ethical collteacts* 

(iii> there nay be cases in which soneono nay jndge an 
action 4 to be good and sons other person nay Jtiige the sane 
action 4 to be bad* f hese cases may be charactei'ised as 
cases of disagreenent or inconsistent t&se of the words 
*iood* and *bad** Smch cates of disagreemetit or ineonsistefit 
'cae of *iood« and vhed* can be dealt with by arranging the 

m — ' — 

XS) Ibidt » 

i«} Ibid^ p let* : 





iritf low® of m&m in ® Fojp, noil* 

fitteil to aisgs of om orfiof laa^ pramjut oiiis of th® 

othoi*' oftoy® tTa& lioijag ®cM®ir®i“, 


iS|^®£ie®i;* distiogmiah®® %tmm ofSafa of {a) iielfar® 

of s®If y C1>») volfaf® of offiprii^^ soS (e) wolftf® of follow* 
oltisefw* Comlitrei oaoD of ttioa® ooSs »®^a?at®lj^i 

®tti® eonduot which «chi®ir«it oaoh iiind of oM la jrogtii'tiii a® 
roiatlwoljr goodf aiid i« regardod aa felativoi; Had if It 
fall# to aciwiiir® it«**,^ 


Sieilarlyi spmmm" diatiitgmiaha® hotwaoo vtirSom l«ir®l» 

(ttoo® lawala) at which action® coold t»® imdgad to l»o good 

or l»dt (a) the lovol of aalf , (h) th® lawol of th® othara 

within ahf afocitta^ and (c) the lawol of th® lntorap®ci®a 4 , 

Th® criteria of Jodgihg aetiona at all th»a® t3iro@ lowola 

ar® ohtlitMd as foilewsi* 

(a) it the lawal of th® individual or th® self | 

®«N»iiduot ia right or wrong according m its apocial aetSi wall 

or ill ad|natad to apacial ®.iiday do or do not farther tfm 

19 

ganaral and of aalf^praa^frvation,** 

|h) it th® lofval of the other a within my apacioS| 
fiOi* the apaciasy acta arc good oi- tsad accordir^ aa th®|r ara 
affieiaiit or inafficiant in achioviag «th® apacial ends 


which ought to he fullillif th® furthering of the vital 
functional with a viaw to the ganaral and of contiiiaad life 
mui growthF*^ 

(«| Finally I at the level of the interapecieai the 


eriteria of good and had conduct are «not preventing othera 


M' 

W Ihid! p 24# 
19) 11^1 p 34.1 
90) Ihidt p 94* 


Uf 

iJfom tlmU #i«S| a«di halping other » .■, positively 

in achlsvif^ their eoSa***^ Heac® %M coaclusioiii 

•Always thssiy. act# mm caliiiS goo0 ©x Imi!. aocorfliag 
as they mm wall or 111 ecliastad to ai»ls| and whatavar 
iiK^nslstaiicy tlwre is in oiir mm& oi tM wosril#, 
arises fjpoffi liieoimisteocy of the 

Ai^i thS’ liKsonslsteocy eau ba rMcovsi fey distiKgixlshiiig 

the varioijs orders of #i)d.s ei3d regarding the condvct to 

whioh wa apply ths wmm good* to fee the relatively laisra 

evolved eondisiet, and- the condiict to which we apply the httne 

fead| to fee the relatively less evolved condoot* fhe best 

condniet ftiUills all the three desses of ends ainiiiltaiieo’issly^ 

fhoS| 

•the conduct called good arises to the conduct 
conceived as feast, when it fuifilli sll three 
classes of ends at the am® tiase®"« 

The criterion of ludging conduct to good, or feed| 
so far given, is given fey Spencer in terns of nore evolved 
end less evolved conduct, fliue, the nore evolved conduct 
is called good conduct and the less evolved <%»nduct is 
celled feed conduct, fio things nust fee rsnmfeeredi Cl) that 
Spencer is not defining *good> in tersts of the acre evolved', 
and *feed* in terns of the less evolved conduct.. That is to 
•ey, he is not saying that t^ie nore evolved conduct is the 
e(|iiiv»leiit of good conduct { or that the lm& #ia»lvei 
ie the equivalent of fead conduct, :: / gor is he identifying . 
the neaning of *iood* or *liai* with tte more evolved m the 
less evolved, fhat Im' is asserting is mtily this that in 
order to say tlsit certain conduct is cood, you have to ise 



UB 

tt» erjtaPloa of oioimttoa* sponcoF*® theory | tixm^ offers & 
criterion of 4''3^<38fRfi conduct as goo<S or bsfi, and not a 
dof initiori of •good* or 

(2) f h® second thing to be impt in miM is tl» criterion 
of evolsi^ conduct* spencer lays iowii three cr iter is of 
evolved conduct corras|ionding to the three levels or orders 
of conductf <1) the individual level, Cii) the species level, 
and (ill) the interspecios level, ^ Conduct#, by definition, 
at all these three levels is ‘acts adlmsted to ends# or 
*thii adjustment of acta to ends#*^^ This definition of conduct 
excludes the behaviour which does not involve ends snd i^|i 3 «titefit 
of acts to those ends. In order to Judge whether conduct at 
the individual level is evolved, we have to use the^ following 
two criteriat^ 

Ca) Improved adjustment of acts to^more numerous ends| 
lb) iimr eased duration of life which constitutes the 
supreiLe end. 

Me saysf 

egach further evolution of conduct widens the agl^egate 
of set ions while conducing to elongation of it* ,20 

at this level, the final purpose or end is complete individual 

life, therefore, ^length of life is not by itself a memsire 

of evolution of conduct, but that tuanctity of life must be 

tafeen into a«cou»l»,®^ 

Conduct at tha level of the species t** Mere, the final 
purpose is the life of the species# this level caiuiot be 
separated from the level of the individual, for, 
preservation in each generation has all along dependod on 

for in iiluminatini account of his distinction, sot his booh 
tfl.lbid, p 14* 


th® of offs|>riiig hf proceilug gaiMratiotw** 

"^Th® coiiimct wMeh fortlsora i*ac®-iffiaiBt®3a«nc» ®voIv©» 
in li»i«l with ttm eonanot utiioli iwfth&t» »elf4#j0i«£nfeTOiaiie®i, 

That bottojr efganisstlon wMeh iiatos poaolbl® bhi Xmmt^ 
nelws postibl® the furet »l®o»*^*'EQnca, tl» criteria for 
JndiiCi. ttm cosSnct oi the epeeiee sa evoleed renein the 
siMse «e ttioee of the inditldnel |«tel« 

Conanct et the level of the interepeciefii* ttm nor# 
evolvei conduct at thie level eeenmes the wore evolved conduct 
at the firat two lavela* ttmm are two capiteris of th® more 
evolved conduct at this levels* 

(a) iegatlveljfi^ aSJuatnenta of each creature are 
nade without i^eventiiig thes from beini nade hf other 
croaturea* ^hen thic condition in conjunction with Ch) 
below ia aatiafied| the conduct ia judged to be perfectly 
evolved oondnct* !iot otherwlae* foTi *i»>nduct rmsaina 
inperfectly evolved in proportion aa there continue antagonianc 
between the groupa and antagonieoa between sienbera of the 
•me grot^ * the two triita neceasarily aaaoeiated**^ Xhna 
each apeciea achieving their ends without prevetxtii^ other 
apeciea fron echieving their enda la ttm neiative condition: 
of the higheat evolved conduct* 

C^) Poaitivelyi each apeciea a»y give mutual help in 
the actiievement of ania* if | either indirectly by 

induatrialcooperationi or directly by volunteired aid| fellow 
citiceni cagmaiiii easier for one another the aid|uitbae»li of 
acta to enda I then their conduct aaatmtea a atill hliher f^baae 


$0) Ibtd^pp li«lb» 


tS> Ibidy f 



of &im% Mimtovor fscilftato* tli® oaiiiBs of • 

adlJi»itBitS(l8 hf ineraasiia tfm totality of tha adliaiitinaots 

S3L 

oiadOi aufi aariroa to xsMm tli« liiras of all rntm cjoeiplat®** # 

fo am sponear ioea sot gif» m a iof initios of 
otliical o3tprossioss| tmt only thm eritarios of 4si!gisg 
O0fig.iuuot as iooS and iMtd# flia oiritarios of jjtidgisg oondset 
ia fosaslatad is %mma of the sora avolirad of ttm ima avolvad 
eosdsot| tSa mam&tion baing tSat th® paiiacMtlf ovolvad 
conduct ia tSo and* Is ordar to juiga conduct as good and 
liad m Mm to too vSatSar it la laofa of tSa laaa avol^ad* 

If ttia latt^i it ii ludgad to ba badf if tlia fofffiaf* it 
if 4sdi^ to ba good* loif tliafa ia a aat of isfitofia to 
tall tl^ siofa a^lvad ffos tSi laaa aiPolirad« ftp cfit^ia 
af at Qsa ^ . mmh apaoioa acMa^itii tSeif asda vitSost pf airastini 
otSaf apaciaa ffon acMofing tliaif asdaf and aaoS apociaa 
giving emtual aid and eoepmatim in tim aaMmmmut of anda* 
Ifaing tSaaa critai'iai ona can datarnina nhatliar a oaf tofu 
conduct ia nof# of tlm iaas avolvai^^ 

1 Sava aaid almva tSat tip fnndanantal prineipla of ottiioa 
according to spancoTt ia ftfincipla of utility, plaaaurai 
of liappinaaa, fof Ms, bappinaaa alona is tSa supfaBia and* 
now, ii bappinasa is ttio ultinata and, tSan, at Kill did, 
tlm SMia and can also Da said to ba tits critarion of 

Judging conduct as good of bad* inty spancar appasfs to ba . 

SH' 

both doing ibis and alao not doing tlila* X propoaa to abou 
in tnia aactimi bou Spanoar conoaivaa tba r alatiip^ batiiaim 

ii ii i i w i m<t i i wiiiii i iiit wi i iii«w ^ ^ ^^ 

gg) Cf, Jtoofa| Etbicait C*tl#P# IldOdJi pp dShugd* 



tl» ovoii&tion ffipitarion ftnd t,iis teppinean prineipl®* Luteafi: 
towaJ^ia tte la»t i^t of this chapter, 1 will disct»s 
\tfmtlm or not spencor*® ©oncaptiois of the relstioa ia satisfactory 
froR the logical poitit of irievi or, vhat it ia that he had in 
ttiad wtefi he $m& m the or iter ion of good and bed uliieh 
apptarontly ia thought to be indepeodeut of his ai?oeedlly 
futudamental principle of ©tliios# 

Let me begin by ashing the Question, yhat reasons, 
on Spencer »s theory, can be giten for any ethical Judgement? 

Timre ai'o two types of reasons which can be end must be 
given for any ethical Judgement i« 

(A.) Conduciveness to the maintenance of the species 
Cois!ueiven0S8 to tiie pi'ospetity ^or happiness of 
the species* 

Both CcA) ««d[ C P) reasom arc sufficient for the Justification, 
of any ethical Judgoaient* In fact, both talcen together 
constitute the Justification i^f sny ethi.cal action, 

Spencer* a claim is that C reiiuires C foTf he says, 
awhtn the race maintained Is a recipienl of happiness « 
stsintenanca of it oeaaes to be a desideratum*^^* m calls 
both C<Al and < ^ ) to be the *viltlmate si>»otions* of any 

K 

otMoal action* Mhat is the meani^:' of *retuirea* haref - 
Logically of <^i*rs® ( does not rotuire )* K® seems 
to be saying that Is a eritfrion of any ethical jadgaaeit 
but that itself retulres a lustlfication and that this 
Juatificatioii is provided for by COi vltMn 

the fraaiNorb of his ethical theory, in asserting Cc<.)f you 
sre Implicitly aassirtini < also# Ha aaysf 


laj tdJKlItot Yulll| p 990* 



tlMi'w iti m mmp% t£m t'mt 

in ealling gjooS tha eoiKiuat whieh life^ 

fiixS b«i& tlw co»fii.et wfilah Mindwa or destroys it| 
end in »o implying that life is e blessing end 
not a cDirse» we are inevitably es sorting that eonduet 
is good or Dsd aecorSing as its total efieots are 
pleasttfabie or painfnl^.M 

l^nS| againi 

e Ci^xoinding people wlio erej beyond or benaatli 
argument, lis find timt all otbera avowedly oX’ 
taoitly floid tbat %lm final instification for 
maintaining lifsi van only 'be %im reeeption 
f !’«n it oi a snrpltui of plaasurable feeling 
over painful feelingt and ttet goodmaa oi' 
badness can be ascribed to acts idiich subserve 
life or hinders lifej only on this eupposltionP*^® 


*%*«ii' we call good the conduct conducive to lifoy 
we can do so only with the implication that it is 
CGOdtoive to a surplus of pleasures ovei* pains** 

It is apparent that gp«sci6«r uses the utility^ pl«Mtsurey or 

happiness principle in Justification of the criterion ti 

evolution* In fsot| the logical structure of his ethical 

theory I which is tliree«>tiered * requires it* It is three* 

tiered beeause.it consists oft 

m ethical 'luigemeiit 

(£1) Inten^iary ethical criterion the 

evolutionistic thesis} 

{3) the fundaae^al principle of ethics tio 

utility thesis}* 

In lustilicr^tion of Cf')t ^ Justification 

of Ca)y lit uses (3)ii Oft in Justif ication. of {1} tm uses 
<3) in oonjunetion with ca}« In «ll ordinary eases of 
etliieal Judgeraenti ths use of 12} is sufficient for all 
preeticai purposes* foTi In asserting Ci}* you are inplicitly 




«saertii% (S) elso* I will shortly show Spemsm^ giv&a m 
tho inti'ii'-meditry principle of ethics, lisucli, tM woltitloiilstlc 
thesis. Let me first try to stew how spencer iisistiiias the 
utility t tee is* 


Spencer ^ivee two erguBente for holcSing tte utility 

pi iijciplo* Ite rii'et argmeht is sn srgwftent frc« an eataeiimfeion 

of tte existing standards of othicsi lufitomentf imi the teteiii, 

is free the ordiimry msege of the words •good* oik! •bod** Tiaiiii 

•*Tte truth that conduet is comidered by m as good . 
ol* bod, according m its aggregate results, to sell cr 
others, or both, ore pleasurable or painful, we found 
on examination, to fee InvolwiiMl in all the current 
iudgeiBonts on conduct* fhe proof feeing that reversing 
the ip;>licitioiis of tht words creates ofestn'dltlas* 

And we found that every other proposed standard ol 
conduct deritss its authority tgm this staiidard* 

Whether perfection of natui'e is the assigned proper 
aSi!i| or virtuousness of set ion, or reetituile of 
isotive, we saw that definition of the perfection, 
the virtue, the rectitude, inevitably brings us 
down tO' hsppiiwHBs, experienced in sooi# forn, at n^e 
time, fey scsbe person, as the luodaaentai idea**# 

”!lay, if tlBT-! fee any who feelieve that teman feeing 
were created to fee unhappy and that they ought to 
continue living to display their unhappiness for 
the satisfaction of their creator, such believers 
aro obliged to use this standard of iudgementf lor 
the pleasure of |l|sir diabolical god is the cm 
to bo achieved^ *^ 

«*So that no school can avoid taking for the ultimate 
fiiorai aim a desirable state of fediiig called fey 
whatever name » gs’stification, enioyeent, happineis* 
Pleasure, at soee time* to some feeing or feelMSi is 
an limpugnsbl® el«em of tha concaptlotf*, ^ 

loth those argixsents are slAod at showing the authority of the 

utility principle, tte grounds on which the utility principle 

aay be accepted or adopted as the ultiAsto standard of all 

ethical 4udgesiMt« Xhase two argieieiitSi therefore, in no way 


colistitttto ill in wMch pi'aniss of e 

syllOiiiitic is «»i<3 to |j@ tl» y®a»oK loi* lio 

ooixliiMlo»« TM'i toofS to only tn® iffoianils on whlcli 
tiia utility yrincipi® can !>© jtmM to be truo, tlio Host 
fundaiaontal or tte first principles ©f otbioal tl-isory, «» 
of eny tiisaory lairntBornm^f ©»aiot bo proved ©r flisprowoi 
i^uetiiroly sitMn %h$ fram®wor«; of tbo tlmory ita»lf , 

(i) fmpmt to tlm fua^eaental prinoiplos of ethic«| 

1 bsve earlier triiii to show that sponottr ianios that there 
is ttia logical relation of ie^ueibility bottfoon th€> reasons 
given for Imlfling the utility principle to be true aw! th® 
principle itself « fhe tto«t you ©an io with roa.p©ct to a 
first principle is to git» reasons for accepting cr adopting 
it I tout aoo reasons ©an toe. given for its trutli or falsity* 
Bather I it is only with refer enc® to the fir^t pr ineiplo 
that I within the fraaeworli; of the firpt theoryi rules of 
las«»r ganaralityt or apecifi© iudgemants of ethics| ©an to# 
ahown to toe true €»r false* 

tlm perceptual siodal of verification of ethical 
prin©ipl@8| ethical rules of lessor generality^ or even 
or^insrin imlividuali ethical ^uigesieiitSi ia foreign to 
Sptwser*# wap of ethical ttiinldiii* llillf to#ii« a logiciani 
paid sttofflion to the problem of verif ication of ethical 
principles and etMeal ani thirafore^ In explicitly 

denied tjtoat ethical vwrilieatioit ©I princtplea is of the 
perceptual aoiald| rather it is ©I the 4ustif icetory typ«« 



Sftacer tmkm tor grmtoi MilV& tboaU of etiileal wiflcstleit, 
en«S tm therafc^ej leaves t!i@ prohlm ws&iacm»^^ 

Nor ttgaln ioea Speocer diaeiisa the .tmtisre of otMoel 
^uigeaieDt j| via fectiiel statmieots* Oislf at one plaooi 
aoe^ he r«««ric that the function ©f ethical |tiii«i©at la the 
right regnlatloti of conauct, Ttiat i» to «af| It la action* 
giAidlitg loOgeoieiiit*^ Be ommo& taoltlf that tiie percaptoal 
iiodel with respect to the logical statoai fwictlon, of 
verification Is wholly inad«£|tiiate for ethical lodgeiaent* 


<ll) Ethical Rmlest- 1 have aalO above that otMcel 
rules (which ere of leaser generality than ethical primclplea) 
can he lustiflei within the fraaeworh of the fuasdaiaeitsl 
pr inciplea of ethic* | by the utility principle, ^.ocor cling to 
Spencer, *the Bore evolved coi^uct is good or right* , and 
•The leas evolved conaiiot is had or wroisg* are such rules. 
Three prohlMs need discussion Iwroi 

(a) How to decide which conduct is loore evolved , 
and which conduct is lass evolved t 
(h) Does the «oi'@ evolved conduct prodisse mmm 
happiness than the less evoivid conductt 
(0) on what grounds can we say that the laore evolved 
conduct is right or good, anS tliat the less evolved 
conduct ia wrong or badf 

Consider (a) first • The question, Bow to decide which conimt 
is Bora evolved, and which conduct la lose evolvedf is a 
question which can ha decided by the ecientlst by way of an 
empirical inquiry* Be has to observe onertain ohareeterietiwi 


40} spe]ioer*« gringlaies , tol IS I p* vi. 
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of tiM coii£f.uct ccnwiiea by «oin^ fieie wrk, tto® err lire 
at a decision by inductive generaZiuaticii ttet stiCfe mul such 
chBiractei'lstics geiiejPsHy go with the mor-^ evolved cottlict 
and that the loss evolved ; . .. conduct lecto thite, m 
«ipix leal lii^uii-y of this Ssind is in no way an atMcel, 
inquii-y. For, in order to determine which cotJduct is fuore 
evolved end which conauet ia ieds evclvad., no ethical 
Jiad|®eeHt| e«i«t wl^tiiar or not tiie a^re evolved condtjct ie 
good and the leaa evolved conduct ia bad, is retmired* 

Secondly consider Cb>* S'his <iu®atioii again la or« which 
is decidable by purely empirical iwimSry. fte scientist's 
answer to this question will not enable ns to d ©cide whether 
th© mos'c evolved conduct wMcli produces more happiness is 
better conduct then that the leas evolved conduct which 
produces less of tt« thm qiiestion whether the Imppimaa* 
producing csonduct is good or bad ia an- ethical quest lon| .and 
therefore, it falls outside the purview of sciontific immiry. 

Finally consider <©)• this qusation strictly apcslciim 
is an etMcal question# For., it is decidshlo not by sn 
enpiriciil imuiry, as it was 'possible in the case of |s| %M 
(b}| but by a strictly ethical inquiry* Ihst is to ssy| tMs 
question can be decided, only within the framework of sone 
ethical theory# ini, when an utilitarian like spencer 
has to decide this questiohi he nust decide it by reference 
to the fmdaneiital principle of the utilitarian theory# 
bn spencer* a theory | the ieeision*|>ro«edure for deciding 
whether or net the more evolved conduct .is good retulres 
an anower to the tuMitioa whether or not the utility, or 
happiiiess principle conprehends in its fold the nore enplvei 
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isouauct wMcIi ii»o«iic«a Mpplmum^ ti it 1» lotina mxt tJi»t It 
io«« m comprelniiMl, than ttm 3m& mmlv^ mMmt ia gaodt 
©ttjarwiaa net* Sanea, raaaoBing in this casa will tato tli® 
following iurgviiaitt*fofai| 

(g) €i) Any iiappliiaaa-pfodwcing condiiflit i® gooi 

(2) f ft® ffior® «wolif«« mMwpt is nor® ftappinasa* 
pi'^e^iaoiiig tin® tfta lass wolirag (oongnist 

<3) fftaraforoy tfte ®orw awolwsd coniiiot- is litttay 
thsn tfts loss atolimd conduct* 
iltarnativsljri ths follmringi 
(B) (1> Bappinsss is gocMl 

C2) inf conduct wfticfti proiuctts ftappinsss is gooi. 

Cd) fils mio*« cirolvsd conduct is ftappinssswiiroduciiig 

(4) ftiorcfoirs| tfts nor® Cfolvsd conduct is gooi* 
loth Ci) and (l) ^ lo.gicalljr spcsltitifi mtm of tti» sa«ii gsnsrsl 
logical foJTAt 

<C) Cl) If j| producsi ftappinssS| tlsin ji, is good| 

Ca) But docs produce itap pints S| 

(3) fftcrcforai ^ is good* 

CB) Cl) It =?tlCH) 

C2) and 

C3) fliercfotci fr^wiCD* 

€lcsrlf| tile reasonitig psttarn of ftotli (C) end (B) is anaiftimilg 
tfte conclusion docs not contain nofs tftan wftat is alfoadf 
oontainad in tfte piranissas* It follows tftat tint logical 
relation Between tim prenistes and tfte oonclnsioti insucii on 
argnaenl is tfte logical relation 'Of analflicitft ffto point 
tftat I want to nalto ia tftat tfte logical relation ftetween tfte 
reasons given for ssfing ttist %tm nora evolved conduct is good 
ia tfte logical rcflfttion of ansljrticitjr* tfte argment. pattern 



u sUietly d®du<stiv®, la m ntgamoat oi tMs fora you nr® 
axfuiag within tha «thlc«i fjraaiaworis. of the atiiity, car 
tmpplm»t pfiaclpl®* fit* are strielty ®thieal| 

thefefarei th® eoaelwioa if ®thie«i* It if not the mm tmm 
tmt you haw® tl» value-neutral factual pr@iai»e@a and you 
ar® going frost such prostiaa®® to an athioal coneluaioay the 
sort of laaaag® or tra,ii8itloa which ia logically lorhia^on. 

1 tag® it to hav# boon Ahmmf tharaforoi that etMcal ruloa 
can h« iuatif iad within the ethical frsaieworg of any given 
theory and that when this aort of situation ohtaiiui| the 
argunent pattern is strictly deductivei the logical relation 
hetwean the justifying reatione and the justified otiiical 
concluaion being the logical relation of analyticity* 

(iii) Heaaoning about ordinary^ individual, ethical judgeoentst 
Here also as in thi ease of Cii) sbove, on Spencer*® theory, 
the reasons which we give in justificetif^ of our ordinary, 
individual, ethical judgeaients tag® the lorn of deductive 
reasoning, such that tin relation between the justifying 
reasons MCid the justified ethical conclusion is thm logical 
relation of analytieity, with the result that we never go 
outside ttthiesl evidence while we are engaged in reasoning 
about our ordinary ethical judgeaieiitst hotwithstaading this, ; 
there is on* small difference betweeti tha reasoning in tha 
ease of Cii) and {lii)| the diffarmeea consisting in the 
complaotity of Ciii>* ^Ms diffarenca may ba ahown in tha 
followiiii eonstata arpMUit* 



Hi 


(E) (1) HiippiDoss iM goodi 

(2) Tim more evolve coniiict proiu««s JjRppIness 

(3) fljoroforoi th® more ©volirei mMm% im gooi 

(4) Helping my needy friend ia a eese of tto Kire 
evolved coadnet 

<S) Therefore, helping my needy friend is good* 

In (S> afeore, <1J is the fnaflimental prineiploi (a) an empirieal 
proposition, (3) m ed|;hi€«l rmle, C4} is an applieatlon of tin 
role to a specifio ease, and (S) the ethioal eonelmeion* the 
formal itmotore ©f the tteor© is eKhihited as foUowsi 
iWy If jfj^ is an instsiioe of erolred eondnot 'idiich is 
happiness^produeing, then is iood| and 
jl is an instanoe of evolved oondi^et vtiieh is .happiness 
producing, 

Therefore, £ is good* 

To mm upi Spencer in his theory of etMeal reesonitig, . 
does not go from a set of valu@«neutral, factual pramieses 
to an ethical conclusionf on tin contrary, ha alveys aiaS 

everywhere has penaitted only ethical evidence for' ethieal 

41 

'Conclusion* 

While reading spasms, a question has oonatamtly iK^thered 
me m to why Spencer lays down as the- criterion of good 
the evolutionistic principle which he could very well have 
done without, heoauae lise Mill he could have only maintained 
that happineas or utility alone is the criterion of good* 


41 ) X have used the expreaaioa •ethical avideiaM* to include 
any ami^ical evidenca in conlunction with at liNwt one 
ethical ludgemwit of high genarality ao a» to eidiail an 
ethical eooclusioti* 



Xllia siwstioB pm%im so lamch %m% witliottt mmh «lo, 

pro4®ct®a tliia ptia»l.effi®«fe oi'«p Sp«iii©@f iiteaelf aad J^aaaJfted 
that '♦Mr* spancer is Xn m uttar coMnaioii r&ger^ to 
th@ Xiaisdamafital pi'lnctples ©f BtM©a», aii« tterofor®! te Xa 
*vagu« «» to tfea ©tliteal jeel&tSons of ♦pleasoro* aM 

I hairo aarlfer tariai to stxsM tl» j-olation 
of the utllitjf i^iacipi# to th© evolution eriterlon* In this 
saotion« I will try to oKpIoira Sip 0 m&x*» raaaom for hringing 
in tte <rf<^^tiofi eriterion of gooS and right* My ttmaXs Xs 
that it ia spemar's aoiantifie hiaa that ia roaponsihlo for 
the iotportanoe givan to th© avolution oriterion* 

It aay bo romyrteia that sponeor uaoa th® ovoiution opitorion 

for th® ...teniiiatO y direct |, dotermination of the rightiwaa 

or goodnoaaf wroninoaa or badnesif of actiona* Mia prefer one® 

for t hit criterion to the utility or' happitioaa principle may 

be explainoi by pointing to hia acientifie bias and hta attoRpt 

to mate ethics acientific* It ia this bias and the aeientifSs 

treabaient of the auliject that iistinpiiahaa hla rational 

utilitai'ianiam Iron Milica mpiriml utilitarianism* Clarifying 

hit point of departure from Mill*® utilitarianioe^ he aayai 

a Cthe Eational titilitarieniam^ ^**lKe welfare 

for its iamediate obieet of pursuit* but takes for 
it iomediete oMect of purauit conformity to certain 

S rinciplea which* in the nature of things* oawaliy 
eteraine welfare^* 43 

Kill* a theory makes happiness or utility thi Immediatd object 
of pursuit! but according to SpencM** it ia conformity to 
certain principlea m aatiafection of certain conditions 
which aake happiAaaa pocaible* gpenccr takes hap^tuma to be 

41) Spetieir»s StiMISiJit *1 1 
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©Hi, the realisation of which i» the result of| 
or conseqnent lipon, the attiaf action of certain csonflltion* 
which CftusalljF produce Impplneai* Xhereforei confoitiiti' 
to those conditions ,!» of the f irst and prior Mpoftmcm^ 
end hence, conforalty to tl»3i la, lor -Spencerian Titllitarianlaa, 
the itt£iediate object of per stilt. 

this distinction between happiness end the conditions 
which prcMSwce happiness is of the last laportance* $}wi 
reasons for this are as follows t« 

<1) For one thing, happimss is concerned with both 
qwallty mid qnantltjr under conditions not stated* fhet^efore, 

It is not very intelligible* Also-, our perception of It may 
be dim, and our estleates of it wague* Bow, If we bnew 
the conditions which ere the causal conditions of producing 
happiness, tlwn we shell certainly he able to produce 
happiness even If our perception of It say be di®« Also, 
our estleatei|bf it will bt very definite! for, they would 
be based on a Imowledge of those eohSitions which produce 
happlmss* For these reesons, If our IwtiSdlate criterion of 
Judging conduct as good and bad is la confonslty with t^e 
conditions, than our Judgeaent has far greater probability 
of being correct end true* 

{2} the conception 4^ l^ppiness differ a at different 
tlaes froci society to society, but the general conditions 
whieh oauselly deterelna happiness renala the ae»e« imm 
such conditlona art included cooperation, Justice, imd the 
nice* fherefore, dpenoer«s ewoltftlon criterion which 
requires confonslty -to the impplneas producing eonditioas* 



tliii iiiii2i0diat« «adi &t «ction| m mm Mp mm tte ffid&ns mSt 
r#«€h SUrMstlir im %tm •nd wlit^li }mpp$jamB i«« fM mi& wlll^ 
lie contanpietod e»S the ettene diereeeriei* 

Tliiitti eeyei 

*lu eliertj ee m» M to the i^iaierii«hl.« eoncimeioii 
tliet in efl ««i»e9 we «o»t eoixtenplete exeioiil.vel.jr 
ttie end eiul eiiet Utaregeri th» meeiii#*^ 


441 Ihl4« f im* 

4S) mml p M* a« le^ wmmf ia 
'pttftleiiliffl.jri tlw ehepter pn *f 
Cenpeve mim C*l»» steveneoa ia . 
ferll.eiiiiur].jri tlie ^pter m *X 







Tl»«@ rm&om^ I m® avStieimt t© ston wHy sp©*wt«jr 

ue^iis €onforait|F to %tm oonSitioEe of fiAppinoos ani not 
Ii&ppinogs its^slf a&tte iMoilate: or tHo ixmwUlmt® mltmton 

of ^wSgiog ftotiona* kM^ his ®l®$m is tlist ttiis iKOdiato 
(sritarion amst iia tlis avolntion oritorioiit tBo assnsiptioii 
being tlmt lha conditionii aMeh tte ovoiution of 

eonduot also are th® conditions which cavslly produce 
hsppinsss* 


Ths discussion «s to whether this ssswptiorty which is 
an empli'ical claim, is vsrilisbls or ^t falls omtsii# the 
scops of tiM» present work* point only is that spanear 
brings in the awolution critsrion in his ethical theoT'i’ only 
in order to aata athies scientific and rigorous* In this 


attempt, it seems to me that he is following Mill who wrote 

46 

MS, liftHASl, 

*tfh« grounds, than., of every rule of art are to be 

found in theorms of science* kn aat, or a body of 

art, coiwists oi the rules, together with as much of 

the speculative propositions as comprises the iustificatio6 

of those rules* llie complete art of any matter Sncludes 

a aelectlon of such a portion from the science as is 

nocessai'y 

<^6€iefice| therefore, following one cause to ita 
various effects, while art traois one effect to ita 
multiplied and diversified causes and conditions, 
there is need of a set of intermidiate scientific . ' 
truths I derived from the higher generalities of 
science, and destined to serve m the generslia or 
first principles of the various arts **» It is not, 
however, difficult to understand what the nature of 
these intermediary principles must generally be* 
after freming the most mmpstetmmim possible 
conception of the end to be aimed at, that la, of 
the effect to be produced, and determininf in the 
sene comprehensive manner set of conditions on 
which that effect depends, there remains to be tsaen 
a general survey of the resources which can be 
fiomitanded for realising this set of cO'Oditiow and 


WTOirrs 


♦I I 






oi the of an int«»jp«»dlate ^|sJrSi3€lpl® of whieli Mill 
and tl»t ita ta® ®» « crltai'loin of a®jrlir«0 its 

or auttioritf fjrom tin® moat fmndaisafital prioeipl® of spancari® 
atiilcal ttaoTfi ttm iitilitjf ptincipl®. 


To $m np$- 1 lm¥d tried to allow ®)»oire tlmt speneor lae 
giiFon iia a erlterion for ^tidging eoi»iuct as good and right 
and wrong I haw not given us a delinltion of value* Her 
tmu ha attanptad to give a de^uotiva prooi of the seat 
fundaaieiital prineiple of Ms atMoal theorfi the mtilitf or 
happiness prineiple, although on his ethical theory ioth the 
intexmediato principle of evolution and tiia specific luagenents 
of etMca esn be justified# The evidence in both tte caaeai 
w® aaW| has to b@ ethical} and whan this is the easa^ the 
ethical reaaoning with xeapect to both is in the deductive 
style, the xelation between the evidence glveti in justifieatton 
and the eoneluaiem being the logical relation of analytlclly* 
finally I 1 gave reasons why apencar held the evolution principle 
as the Iffloedlate, dir©ct| criterion for detei'»iaing the value 
of actions as good and bad* 


I propose now to discuss Moore's criticise of gpMcer«s 
etmesi theory* in the nain, Moore has offered %m criticiiwsi 


47) lbl | t 9 ^7* 
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£agf is «l»oat til© wlsticHtt »tt<3 ®iifol«tioa| and 

gtte about th@ batwaan the bappinosa principle 

ana tm criterion, (a) i nill htiim nith tl» f irat 

criticism* The point of the erttici«a is that Spencer 
conmittiid the natwraliatic ftllacy,^for|, Moore elaias| he 
Mmntillm or ♦better* with the •«oro ewleea*, m 

definee tlie oi» in tisrns of the other* But eeeii if he hae not 
actnallF coraaittoe tha natursilatic fallacy, he does not see® 
to bo aware of its importance* This is dear from ttm fact 
that ha falls to diatlngiiish the *«oro orolwed* fro® the ♦higher* 
or tha ‘better** As a rasnlt of this failnrt, im asa«nrta that 
hawing ahown that certain condmct is ‘acar® ewolwed* ie the 
same thing as hawing shcifii that it ia * higher* or * batter*, 
or that it gains ethical aenction in proportion. In the word® 
of Moor a I 




»*thir® csn be no denbt that iir* spencer has comaitted 
tha naturalistic fallacy* 411 that the Kwolution* 
Hypotheaia tails ns la that eartaln Minds of conduct 



are «or« awolwad than others* and this is, in fact all 
that Mr, spei»er has attempted to prove*,, fat he telle 
us that one of the things it has proved la tlait condnct 

ixi proportion as it displays 
oartain ©haracter iat ics , What ha has triad to prove 
is only that, in proportion as it displays thosa 
charaetoristlcsi it is flflE±jl|ai2M* It is plain, 
then, that MJ. Ipemer^^ffiSSiThe gaining of* 
ethical sanetioii with the being more evolved * this 
follows strictly frisss his words** ,d0 


Cii) ■But we sra entitled to urge thst hs Is infltiai^sd by 
***th^ naturalistic fallacy* It is <Mily by the 
asstnption of such influence that «© can explain hn 
confusion as to what hs has really proved, and the 
absence of any attempt to prove, what he says hi haa 
proved* that conduct whieh is more evolved is better 
*«,lt Is only fair to aasmie that In is not sufficiently 
conscious ««* what a very different thing ia being 
♦more evolved* froa baipg *^giier> 
at argues at length that certain Mtnds of condu^ are 


Moore, 
Ibid, f 49 
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» 





©irolvai*, mS. th@B iisiwiaa us tlMit im im& 
pjpoveil thm to gniii otliioai mmtton %n proiKMrtloa* 
¥itlmt any warnii!^ that 1 b hai^ oalttad tto iioat 
oaaontial atop in & proof^^SO 

(iii> Finally , U! Sp^mm- la not aaglng th® natwaliatic 
id ant if loot ion of •bottor* ¥itli *aiof® **11 is* poaaibl® 

that IB ia Influoncaa by anotiio^ Montifioation, 

that of •good* with •plaaaant*. It is poaaibi® ttot », sp#iJ«« 
is a naturalistic Badoniat** »»fhei-« la, howewr, roaaon t© 
thinis. that part of what iir* Spanoar fliatna ia the naturalist i© 
fallacy f that he iaiaginea (plecaant* or •productive of pleastar®* 
ia the very Meaning of the word *good* »*, ttm point is that 
it is vary li tally that spencer has not coamittad the 
aaturaliatic fallacy by identifying » batter* with *iaor© avolvad* 
but that ha haa ©oMMltted It by Idwitlfylng •good* with 
•pleaaura* or » productive of heppinaaa*# 


I may reatarb that goora*a criticism ia baaed on hia 

peculiar conception of evolutionistic ethics* Me aayat 

"tte ethical doctrines vMch haye beiei called 
•&volutioiiiatic* *«* are those which maintain that 
the course of * evolution*, while it »tmm m the 
direction in which we are developing, thereby end 
for that reason shews m the direction in which we 
oufcht to develop"#®® 

It follows from this conception, analytically, that any 


evoluttcs^etic ethics must commit the naturalistic fallacy* 
Mow, Moore* 8 point ia that spencer* a ettUca is a form of 
evolutiometic ethics, end that for this very reason, it 
must commit the naturalistic fallacy* 1 want to show, as 
my first point egeinst Moore, thet this iesioription of 



m 


thaor^r is liaaBtfJPaist* 1 want to &hm tl»t sstoiMSsf ^loas 
not hoM that *»tto eonra# ©f •©volution*, vhile it Blmas m 
ttm direction in wMoh w& figf devaloping, thoriby and fojp tlmt 
jraaaon ahoua m th® difootion in i^ich «© onaht t® davalo^®^* 

I will do thia by roffilnaifig ay f@mm of tte logleal status 
of th» ovolntion critsrloa# ti» ©volution cf-itarion functions 
as m intenaiodlate principis which only tsils ns that ths 
roott evolvsfi conduct is the happinoss-producing conduct, and 
since the happin«ss*{iiroduciiig conduct is good, the aofe 
evolved conduct is also good* low, what spencer is saying 
is this I we ought to develop in the direction of evolution, 
for the direction of evolution is €>tm which is the direction 
of happiiuisS| the ultiaate end* 6iv<Hn the forn of sa% arguiiei)|;| 
what Spencer ia s:aying is thisf* 

(o^) (1) Happiness is good or ought t# he aioed at 

(2) the perfectly evolved, conduct is ttm conduct 
which producea saxisuBt happiness 

(3) therefore, the perfectly evolved conduct is good, 
or ought to he aiaei at* 

Clearly, the passaga is fron •ought* to •ought* , not froa 
• is* to •ought* * xy point is that sp^x^er accepts the 
direction in which we j|£t developing to he the direction in 
which we ought to d'jcvelop* ind this is not the ^mbs thing as 
saying that the direction in which we are ievelopiiig is and 
for that reason the direction in which we ought to detelop* 
ipenciv ta not saying thatf 

C ^ I Cl) we xsi developing in the direction of evolutiim 

Ci) therefore, we fhg.h!^ to develop in the direction 
of evolution* - 



Mocsr® •«««« not to imm soon tliaoi® fiw wlmt it is} 

it is < oC) » mm m oonfijysos it uith Ms, wm eonception #f 
ovointlonistlc liMch is C It is impooslbl® f ©r ( ? | 

to M taiii mXm&m tte notnrsliatio ialiaoy is sssMittsii wni^ 
aooi'e is right lisr#| tmt it is aiwsjrs tm mm® tmt $m 
mlU sna no nstwalistic fsiiscy is 

(i) Coi»i6or now th@ critlcisa that spmmm turn idantifisi 
•bottor* or •hlglnar* with •nor® wolsotf** iioor#*s roason for 
this critioiioi is that spmmm has logic® liy d«anesa an sthicai 
proposition tliat cO'isanet is bettor or gains othical ssnbti^ 
froffi s faotml statsmsnt whieii is tho osolmtioti»lippothssl8« 

To pnt it 8iiitp|.y| Moors*# point is that txm ttio fact thsti . 

|i) conamct is laors osoisoi 

Spancsr ism k»iiosIlp tho ottHasl eoneinsicii thotf 

fS) Condnet is bat tor or highar * 

®ng, this gaSmetion osmiot' bo atlii nnlsss * battar« or «iiiglmr* 
is igontifiad with *Mor« avolsai** or it is ilofinad or analpsad 
in tarns of *nora afoIa^*t i«a«| nnlass ha has conmittaS tha 
natnraiistio faiiaop, I hava triad to shott in tha prasailni 
saetion and aariiar also that Moors has alsniiiarstood spmum^ 
on this point* Moor# sasos to tMnh that spanein^ has logtaslljr 
dadneod ttm athieai proposition tx!m a factual proposition CI> 
ini I what spanoar appars to has® donoi as I hats triad to 
sttkWy Is tha followings iis fais3anain;al athical pisioipla 
la tha mtilitf or happiaass pinciplSu Bs mmptm tim aaolittait 
pinaipla as tha intamadiata pinaipla tha fnstif iaatipi of 
whioh is prosiM for bp tins ntiUtp of hsppinois prinsipla* 

It is onlf aftar tl^ asolntion prineipls is lastifiad tr 
tha ntilitf of happinsss pincipla that it is Inrikasiod as tlwi 



pritieiplii in tte service of iiaiging co^nanet 
m gooa ana baa, jriglii »m urong# If spomor waro rociiilraa to 
03£pi*@a« his maaohihf to tte otMoal oomlosion that. tiM ik^o 
• vol¥«a oonduot ta b«tt«r| h® wooia aa follonai* 

i "^ } Ci) BsppiiMiss ia go<^ 

C2) Tha iiAciX'® otoiirad oomioot ia a soaiis to Jiappiniii 
C3) ttnafafot^®! the ooro ovolvai oonAoot i® iooi* 
Cloaxly thi« afgiMoxit is othio®l« Its praoiissos eowlst of 
& conlonction of (1) «f»3 (2) which comtituta othleai owi^oisfii 
and its cohclosion <3) is logical l|r Aoitioai tmm Ci) ssi^ C2)» 
Tht paasaga is f?om tha athicaX to tho atMcal^ not as Moors 
thihiiSy from tho factual to the othieal* tharafor«| no ' 
oatoraliatio iiantificatiQ]! of •battar< or *liigliir* witli 
•«or® «volir«a* is iiwoltad. 

Ci|} iocoriioi to lo^Of if spomar ilia sot coffinittag 
tl^ mtoraliatie fallaof hi iofioiiis *l>attor* or •highar* in 
tarsia of *ttor«! avoliraO*| iia at laaat taiias towarAa it« 
fho raaaon gltait by Moors lor tMa aaasrtion is that tpsoesr 
has fiilsa to giatiogiiiali a 'proof* of tha aaasrtioii tlsit 
Ci} saoh wi aoch eonSsot ia «oro sfoli*sdl fros that of a 
vary gilisrsat aaasrtion that |2) Sseh aog. amoh soagmst la 
Mghar or bsttar* X waUb to say that thia charis against 
spanoar i agalOi is baaai on Moora* a siiaii^srataiiging of ths 
iogioai atrviatiirs of gpsnosr'a sthioal thaory* What spansar 
has dona is to fisa a proof of ths sthisai proposition <i) 
aai this proof sootains sthisai as ssli as sspiriisil svMsbssi 
that iS| ths pranisssa contain ths nost fnnSisisixtal prineipis 
of Ms <ig;t*i«al thsory that C3) MiUty of bsppiatss is ths 
Mtlnata gooi» ani that Ci} ^neh ani sn^ ooaimit is aors 
stoissi or thst snail sai snah soMnst is happHuiss^prognMiig* 



Andj ffo® (1) aaS (3) Iw tegtculXjf tint propoiitiou 

(a) ti»t smh anS &mh couimet »r tM laor.^; eirolirei 
Sa battaif or Mgiior or timt it g®ii» ofeincal oanettoii# 

But tfia proof of Cl) tMt sttcH and aiieh ©oneiiet la nor® 
♦volvoi will not t>a an olhical proof walaas Cl) is oonstroid 
to t» m ©thioal moaning titot C4) tb® nor® wolwoi 

oot»3net is i^odl* XiJt stliieal proof of C4) mvl& b® giwan 
on Speiieor*^ tim&ia by relating C4) to C®)* soft of 

proof it conld bo I bawe sbowa ®arii«p, mt tte proi^ of 
(1) that such ana si»ch oonanct is mor© ©'foUfadti th® l8tt«r 
being an ioipirioal assart ioog will bo indnetiir®« spaticar has 
triai to marshall anongh ampii'teal ovidtinoa in support of fl) 
by traceing tho procass of awolnti^ from tha loiiost of 
oroetnros to tha higl'iast of thorn ^ tho human anlaalS| ha has 
also disonssof tha eonaitions of axistonea at tha highest 
lawali for inataneOf stutnal oooparstioit aruS tha Wm^ ani 
than by relating tha most ovolvai oonimot to tha happinass* 
producing ooiiiiiat« Hhathar this aeipirioal olsin is tanabla 
or notf it is bayous the aeopa of »y worli;* Xy point her® is 
only this thst spancar tha aistlncrtion betwaon Cl) anf 
C2) ani ha givas a separata proof for aaeh of th«i« fhesa 
pro<^s are of iiff infant sorts i that of C^) aspiriealf 
^ax^ that of C^) ts athieal« ^ Spanear ioaijliot aonfnsa the 
two sorts of proof t nor is it tha ossa that ha giass a 
proof of C^) nistalDss it to be a proof of C2)t a* l^ora 
aeausas hiis of fioiiii<i •' Moora»s tudarstsniing of ^o»*sar 
is thus not aorraat# 

Ciii) X wiU hot axanina »oora«s i^alii Wmt s^mm has 
MixUtaly asraaittaf tha natnralistia fall sty 1^ iiantifyitig 



b«d* rafleets ttm fact tiat m actually ttet plmsvtX'& U 
goodl* 

TH® fact tint fm&tBlm tte application* of tim wm&» 

<iood* and •bad* loiuda to abai^iitics docs not rc^'iiiro an 
assmption that spcncar amst Mv® identified the ncaoiiiga of 

• plaaaant* or *pr©atctlt® ©f ploaswe* with »good*^ for, if 
utility principio ia uaad aa the ultimata eritorion of |ui:gi»i 
conduct aa good and bad, to raccrao tiiia mm will cartaialy 
load to absurditiaa^ But in n© way does it naan that the 
naanings of *good* and 'bad^ arc idantifiad with •utility*, 

• pleasure* I or •productive of pleasure* « 

Finally, spencer •» atsteaent that virtue eanssot be defined 
©therwiae than in tores ©I top^ii^ss is ni^undiffstood by Moore, 

In the first place,, lit takes it out of the conteicti he aseunea 
that by a eying that wirtus cannot be defined except in tergsa- 
of hap/inosa, Spencer is giving us a definition of 'good*, 

1 have shown earlior that spencer's theory of good is a theory 
of the criterion of good, not a theory of the fficaning or definition 
of •good** the moat fundaneutal principle of Ms ethical thm»ry 
la neither a tautology nor a daffisnticel report on the use of 
•good*, ¥hat spencer aeens to be saying ia that if you were 
to Justify virtue or virtuous conduct, you can dO' this only 
on the assuaption that virtuous conduct produces happiness 
which is the ultiaiate good, I subait that gpe»««»s language 
here m elsewh^e U not precise and this is vary Xibely 
responsible for «oor«»e understsnd^. 



Moor# writeai 

“Mt* Spencer la m to tiie etMcal reietiom 

of •pleao'ore* and •iiirolmtioii«»#S6 

**Mr, spencer it in utter confntion wlth^egari to 

the ftindeaentai princlpiea ©f Ethics*^, 

*»H0 leaires therefore* in doubt wjb@tli@p tm in 
not ttill retaining the svolutionittlc propoaition* 
that tim more evolved is better a Imply became 
it is more evolved . alongai^e of the Hedosiatic 
pi:opoaition| that the more pleasaist ig bet tea? 
simply became it is more pleaaaitt**^ 

fliia critieisii imm three pointsi spencer is confused with 

respect to the most fundamental principles of hia ethical 

theory* (a) He is vague as to hoe the pleasure principle 

is related to the evolution principle* km C3)* uhi^ is 

really a part of <a) that the evolution principle oonirsiicts 

the pleasure principle* 

I tjave mostly to repeat tere what I have already said 
olaewhore* I'irst^ this criticism is baaed on a gyosa 
ttiaunder a tending of the logical structuxe of ^penc^'s 
ethical theory* The Shree points tend to show that the 
utility pi'inciple is the most fuMamentgl principle of 
ijpencer*s ethical theory* He calls his theory a variai^ 
on utilitai'isniam which tahes for its lundasiental principle 
the utility principle* 1« uses the utility principle in 
luetificatiem of the evolution criterion of ethical ludgsneoti 
and explicitly says t3m% happiness is the ultliiate suprese 
end or the ultimate goodi "that happinasa is the supreme end 



im 

Is lisjroDd qiisstloa 

S««oBily, lio®i‘# fails t& mmlm^ as spumes tm& s 

distlnetlofi littwasia iotaraiMist® prljaciplss aM tim laost 
fuiKlaiisiifcsl pjriiMjlpitts ©f sthiasp md it is as s result ©f 
this failiirs tliat tm i» mt atil® to sue elesrly tis® rslstloa 
between tbe e ’solution priaeipie wMob is an intoraeiisry 
priiwlpl® sag the ntility principle wMcb is tu® wost 
funis»ent«l principle. Tb® evolution principle it *n 
eopiiicsl stststteiit to tim effect tbst tbs nost esoleeft conanct 
is tbe liappiiie8s»proaiicing conanet end tberafore^ it cnn 
be proved or disproved by anpiricsl investiistioa# flie statewint 
of sny etbicsl cr iterion he# to be en etMcsl statement, 
wMeli, in tbis case, conld be fornnlated. as *f be nore evolved 
conduct is good* , a Indgenent wbicb can be Instif ied on 
the ground of th& utility principle end the enpttical evidence 
wbicb relates the acre evolved conduct with the happiness* 
producing conduct, is tbs ethical ludgenent •fba nors evolved 
conduct is good* retmlres for its iustilication tbs utility 
principle, it is of a lesser generality than the utility 
principle, fbe point wbii^ S want to aialie is that tbs 
iudgenent *Tbs nore evolved conduct is good* is a etbical 
principle which ia not independent of tbs utility principle, 
fbe utility principle eeimot be iustifiei by reference 
to this iudgenant, while this ludienenl can be |ustified. only 
by reference to the , utility principle. It need not be: 
netitiiuMid that ordinary ludisnefits of ethies nay be |ustifiei 
by reference to the fud^ent that the nore evolved coaduet 
ia good. : 


hi) Ibid, fol I, p ift. 






Towar^a e«d of my «tt turnout of M» ttiaotf* I «liscassa# 
th© logical atat^is of 3|Miii©®r*s iJafeariBOgiete priacipl© 
tiiat tim »»ra ovolvael coiKSticfe ia good conduct* fhon, I 
Smult with Moor© *» tiio saiii critietsss of 3 p©isc©r»® tHaorf, 
Both thoso critiei«a» eoaftoroil around tm leatm point#!* 

CIJ the relation of wolutlon t© ©thice, and (li) th® 
relation betweon pl«8iur© and a^olmtlcai# I m«d to untarth 
the aeauaption# uhlch Mooret# eritlciaffl# aadOi anfl to 
ahoir how thof oan he set* 





cwtim § 


B*B. F«BEI»S MmjiLlai 


So fur I iiavo d«alt with tii©®® othicint® who l»f® 
homo tradttioualljF Iuqowii to iie othieai i»tiiral,t»t®* fliif 
eaoo, iiistoricaiiy »p®»kliii, befoi?® a^* MooJ'e, awoh that 
it vm uatoraX to <51»c\i»s tiiea in th@ light of Mo©r®*« 
criticiiiffla egainat them* I firopoa® new t© mml with 
thoae othicists who eaate after 6,g« Moor®* Those 
philosophers wore acre self^conseioiw in etrnetnring 
their othioal theories and took, good notiewt ©f 
Moore* a eritioisa of othieal natwraliaa wiiaii they eleiaiei 
their othical theories to he iwitnralistie through and 
through* Furtheraw^re, these i^loaophers were also 
alive to the non^eognitivists* attaelsi on mituralistie 
ethioal theorieS| and th«refore| they selftteonseionsly 
designed end struetured the.ir nstnrelistie ethieal 
theories aecordingly* for instanee, B*!* Ferry goes a 
long way to show thst ethieal ludganents are werifialile 
esipitieally and that they ean he true or I alee mmfMm 
as their agreenent or disagreaeieiit with f aets^* for 
another instaneOy John hewey diseusees (luite at length 
sevfsral aonwoognitivistie eritieisiiis of ethioal naturaliaai 
end then enphasises the faet that ethioal Judgiiit^i ISis 
any stateifteiil of soienoey is anenahle to soientifio 
treatment* X propoae to diseuaa in this ohapter Ferry* a 


1) Ferry modifies this positioa on the^ tueation of verifiahility 
of ethioal ludgomonl in Ma hook, imhlished 

in 1®«4« 


•thlCKl tlwwry (U 6i«n in hi., lii»».tal Ilwory oi V.Im (1®8) , 

IStJttl SlILIfi lUff CX934)| in some of 111.® 

important p«|Mr. pnbU.h«j in the Jaiirn.! oX Phllo»«>phif ana 

®Glii® OtiMir lovriMl®* 

1 awt r8|>a»t tlist ay ataiy of p«rry*s «tMml thmrf t» 
ortotttafi to tli*i logioai poiat of tiow* I. m not «©iso«ii®a 
vlthy for «xampX«| tli® <ixm»t%on vJmtimr parry* « onpirlcax 
*n«ly»i» of •iiit'«r©#t» or' •ao«ii‘o« gs t^fela or not 
the vlow-point of recoat rosoereho® Sa oaporlaonteX psyciiolofiy* 
From tho logical |>olat of nm^ 1 iatana to m»cm» Porry*® 
theory of ethical meanlxig Cttet i«| aeaning of ethical 
Mora® ana aeateiieea)| hla theory of ethical reaaomng, 
and certain other related prohioia®* 1 have UviM thia 
chapter into two parts* la the first part, I Jhaee ®tet«i 
Perry*® theoryf and in the aecond part, I haee eaaaiaed it* 


For perry, as for Moore, the fnadeaental prohlea of 
ealme theory la to «defixie the concept of e«liai»#® there 
is 'h^ of iefiniai * iooi* or *ealiMi* hecanae *''there ia no 
atich eetahliahad and pnivaraal a^niiif* hifferest people 
nean different thixii®^ in different ^coxii.exta**«^ Perry 

4 

aeeto "to diacoeer what it mean® for a thing to he good"| 
to dia«ov«r not the denotation Imt the eonnotaticai of the 
word *food*« But in the Bea:^iaa,.. of ¥# 100 .^ ha ia compelled 


to looM at the prohlen in a different perapeetiwef for, here, 

*TOi«H*laI95rallir 


iMcry, i*i*, 

preaat 3.®8«t p 17# this work will he denoted in 
anhaetmenl relereneea* 

8) perry, Harvard h^veraity preaat 


1984} p 2* t 
ref.efeneea* 

4) dff , p It, 


m iexioted *Kir* in anhaetnent 


3.4t 

fee flBd® that *»tfe® is uol to ii»cfoir«r a present 

meaning « tfeere are onlj too many aesRings**,® •ffeecry of taiise 
is in search of a i^rofesaeil meaning* The problem is to fief in*, 
that is I gSte a meaning to the tera^ either by selscting from 
its existing meanings I or by creating a ne® aeaninif 

This being his obiectiWy fe© tsegin® by iSstingmtsliiiig 

• vein®* from ‘tto velnabXe** this is the ae»© distinction 

which locate hai! maie in tlie MlnclQia,,.itltiCb between *geod* 

and ‘tlB good* I The point of the distinction is that any 

decision on what are good things prestqjposes an. aianfer 

to the question^ does it mean to say that something is 

good?* I or •Whst is %tm aetning of *good*?* Put differeiitlyi 

the question of the ycaiiiiE of ‘good* or •value* is logically 

prior to the question of the .eflterla of value, such that 

in order to fix the criteria or to set a atasiari for 

Judging anything to be good or valuable, one must antecedently 

linow the meaning of *|ood* or * value* • thus Ferry says that 

••critical JuSgamants, ' that is, thcMi# Judgements trhicli invoiiai 

th9 uae of aoae standard of value do not constitute theoff 

n 

of value, * they preauppose it** 

this way of approaching the problem of value Mives 
from Ferry* a conception of the tash ^ any value theorist* 

The tasb of the value theorist is not to enter into a 
nofnative controversy as to what is valuable and what ia not# 
any normetiva inquiry seta norms of conduct and| thim. Judges 
conduct as good or bad acceding aa the latter ia or ia not 
in cofdTormity with those norms* this, howeiair, ia not the Job 




of a thoorioat, Hla 3©^ ta to giva ©» sMlyaia of th® 

coneej>t of train®, and atoy liorciatiw imniry alnaya prostippoaoa 
aneh an analysis. His Job ia only to s^tnay tho concopt of 
’valn© analytically by ^ascribing its logical teliaviimr* 

TtmBf ttm thaoxy of train® docs not ©tralnat®, Imt ©my 
critically anfl flcacrlptitraly analyais tte logical tetovionr 
of tip concept of ’tain®# 

1^1 Ferry* » claiat it tliat vain®., tli® cooncept of tr®li3», 
is <i«f Xhis elate goes cowitar to ioor@*» date in tb® 

princiiala EtMca that »,@ooi*, tl» concept of good ia inSafinabl® 
Ferry, tHerafor®, is at paim to snow tip aans® in ®hleli 
esln® or good may b® aaid to ba a«f inabl®, and ttjan actnally 
d®fin®® it. It is wall to ontlin® briefly F«rry*s view of 
tbs natnr® of definition, according to Mm, a d«finiti«m may 
mean any of the following thr®® tningsi* 

(1) a word may b® dafined by restricting its naag®, as 
for ajcampla, tfli® word •good* will be wed to refer 
to swH and sncti* . 

C2) or, a part icttlar may b® defined by aiibstiaing it 
niid«r e nnitrerasl, at for empl®, »f M® ia a ease 
of tiood* •* 

Ca> or, a OTteeraal may be defined, as one eays, •Goodness 
consists in sncli atei such*, definition in ttiis sense 
may meant 

(3a) eitlier pointing out to tba tuieersal if < 
it is stepl®! 

(ibl «r analysing it into otber nnireraels 

if it is CIMBplejE. 


9) Keel.*, pyuteiala. Ctmpttt I| pp 1-S6* 



P 0 j?rjf clfilms that, aa ♦gooa* is a tMHiwafaal, l»ing tte most 

lo 

coMOfj praflicat® , it ©an b@ mUtm in tM mmm (a«) , »M 
umn Moor© mcimtB tint ttm mm&pt of gooanoas is i@f inabl®, 
ha rnmts it it', tha s©i»a (Sb) of iafinitioii* for, ioo4n«»» 
is not ©csmple*, ana tharofora, it i# iapossibl® to dofin® 
•good* in tim sans® <3b)* parry* s l^int is that Moor® 
ao«» not distinguish sons® (3a) fro® a®iis® (ab> of mUtmtrn^ 
and that coiissqwntlyi by ©onflating tte tso #®w@|, h® ianias 
the pc^sibiiity of dofiiiini th® ©on©@pt of good:. 


Again, according to Parry, Moore has nlsiindorstood 
stat«is®nto lii.® *Pl®s&nr® is good* in so far as he ©onaldars 
th® latter to be a definition of *good*» B«t, the fact is 
thst • good* is an ad^ectiir®, an sdiectie® is aredicated 
of soffiothingi in the present case, it is predicated of 
• pleasure* i it is not defined in terns of * pleasure* • 
fie sayss 


”6oo<! as an adject ire is not defined in teims of 
pleasure, but is .predicated of pleasure ... He sho 
attributes good to a certain obieet, does not in 
this act of Judgeatent define goodf and in so far as 
ttoraliits have ccenonly failed to realise this fact, 
it can be said that nost alleged definitions of 
good have anployed the tern in an undefined sense. 
But the fact that good is undefined doesnot ariue 
that it is undafinable, • on the contrary,. it 
suggests the desirability of defining 

MooTd did not see this point, la therefore argoed^ fron the 

concept of value being undefined to its indef inability. 


But it is fallacious to argue thatg because mmm concept 
has not been defined in the pest, it can jaifer be defined* 


Finelly, Moore* a open question argunent agaiiet the 

# ' ' ' , ■ 

def inabiUty of good derives free a eonduaion betweea the 


sense of ttia iofinition aas the sense of the inquiry or tuestion* 

^-1 JIf'a 

11) Off I p a®. 






im 


Tte open tiwation mwgmmt says ttet given anf iefiaitton ctf 
• good*, It can always b@ paftinently asissd of tit® cleflni^M 
wiiatlior or not It is good* Suppose good is dafinod in 
terms of plaesni®, fiian it can always h& signlficently 
88^@d of pleesw® wiiathdr pleastjsr® itself is good* TM 
point is ttiat mm after. yon tmm iefined good as pleesnre, 
it r'^mains an open t© ask mimthM pleasure is good* 

perry* a objection is that after yon have defined good in 
terms of pleasure, it beooaes irrelevant to ask. the (luesticA 
whet hut pleasure is good* For, frost the point of view of 
tl«> definition, no aueh question can be asked* Mhether or ^ 
pleasure is good is sn ethical questioni that is, this question 
can be asked only from the ethical point of view* Aisl, this 
ethical point of view, or to use Perry* s vocabulary, this 
sense of the question, is different ism the definitional 
sense of the question, or the point of view of the definition* 
lou ask the ethical quest i^^, *Is pleasure goodf* after you 
have defined good in terns of pleasure only when .you do not 
distinguish the sense of the definition frcnt the sense of 
ttm inquiry or question* that is to say, it is <naly w.hen you 
fail to segregste the two points of view, that of definition 
and that of ethics , that you can use the ©.pen question arnunent* 
In other esse, the open quest icei. sTguffient can be used* 

Thus, Ferry sayst 

vit is absurd to ask whether an object defined «s 
poasesaing a certain character does in fact possess 
that character, provided tl*^ sense of the iefiniticm . 
and the sense of the Inquiry are pr^tcisely the saae****® 

Hith the prelSjsinaries cleared. Ferry defines value as 
any object of any intarest* Ba writesi 





“AccctfcSiBfc to ttm definition of VBlvm tei*© proi»o»«d, 
aphing • anjfthing • lm& ■vsiise. or is iraliisbi®, in 
thj orifcinai and generic mme wten it ia tim object 
of an ini ©fast • any interest* Or, whatever is object 
of intorest is Ipso f^cto V8ltaabi®», ^ 

He aaysf 

wc»^d *liit©rest» points to attitni'®* of foj; mM 
jMlJsgt, or what are sometimes called ^motorlelf @ct i v®** 
attitiM«a***‘» *» L.Jt i« aj mete for a certain class 
of acts or states which iiave the coBwon cimrscteristic 
^ M asaiiist ” ,1S 

perry claims that his definition of vaine is descilptlve of 
a certain selected body of facts It indicates, represents 
feitMtilly, the natnre of the facts of the region of the 
world that owr vain® terms ronghly indicate *-^7 dofiiiitioii 
is an hypothesis Jnstified by its adecinacy and correctness 
as a description of the data in this regios* - 


By •interest* he means any •state^ act, attitnd®, or 
disposition of favonr or disfavonr** iM, "that which is 
an object of interest is £2 Ipso invested with veins* 
object, whatever it Is®, acquires valise when any interest, 
whatever it be, is tsten in lt*»*^® 


Perry cites threa criteriat Ct> lingnistic, CiiJ formal, 
and <iii} empirical, for testing the correctaass ^ M& 
definition of value* fits linguistic criterion Ijaclndes the 
i»@ of words} the formal, the clarity, definiteness, testability, 


and fruitfulness of the cconcepts which it employs | and the 
empirical, it# capacity to describe certain fact# life, 
to which it refers, snd by which it is verified*^ Hs claims 
that his definition sstiafies all these three criteria* 
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His «5©fiiiJtion is designed «to fe® at mm aiii ttm 8«i® ti«@ 

a fiomiriax definition,, an abstract or aoriorl definition, 

and a »*raal« definition?* perry says* 

wfn© present definition of' value is .propose not only 
as a nominal and conceptual, Imt m a wreal** or 
"de»criptive»», aefinitioi^,& 

**h descriptive definition, in short, is an hypottiesis* 
Its crucial test is its bringing to light the 
aystamstic structure of some realffii of fact • soma 
state of affairs of which it Is tru®***23 

»l‘he evidence of lts[^i,a,, of any thing! goodness or 
badness is the observable fact of interest, which is 
imt as obi active, and Just as open to agreement, 
as any other facts of life or history* *24 

This daf inition may be fonanlated in the atnationt 

*’jSu,is v»‘lnabli?* = df # «int®r98t is taten in 

value is thus a«8 pacific relstion into which thing# posses sii^ 

any ontological status whstever, whether real or Smaginsry, 

may enter with interested ambiects** *2S This delintticai 

Is the generic sens.® of value* specific sort# of values, for 

e^cample, aesthetic or ethical, can be classified *^tn terms of 

tUi different forms which interests and tl^ir ©b|ects may be 

found to asstime" *^ Sots also thst to say that *j| has value 

for is th® logical squivalent of •j;, vs.lues jg»* Or to say 


that has value for i for j« is to say ttiat *j| values 
respect to • f hui, value tuis no mesniiig unless tiiere is a 
s who values x and jt which is valued siaS j; with respect to which 
jl is valued* In a word, value may be defined as "the relation 
of an object to • vsluini subject** whei® «valiitijg», a*id ♦set 


9 (S valuing* mean the same thing, and consists in "simply litiing, 
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ia In it**. 


I will ci»a 1 att^antion to two point* aijoiit tiii* ciofinition* 
£i]g,tnis dolinition 1« not an anawar to a qwation of fact^ intt 
to otm of analyaia, a Qiiaatlon of fact ia one mn anawnr to vtnicn 
iB vQfitlmbl*^ to to tjcwa or falsa by obaaripation or fey tlwi 
mml methods of scionce* parj*y«» dafinltion is not an answor 
to a tiniest ion of fact. In fact, no definition 4a an anewer to 
a question of fact, For, the questions of fact »»aac«rtai» the 
specific facta and profeabilitlea upon wfedlch they Tfe® 

notion of a *qtoation of enalysia* may fee explained by way of 
exfifiplea, question*, •What 4a the definition of such and 
such concept?** , **^lluit do we mean when we say that such as^ 
such thing is good?** aiu! the li&@ are queatione of anslyaist 
answers to them give an analysis of the concepts about which 
the questions are asliad, He nay describe a questiim of analysis 
fey saying thst questions of analysis are questions about 
the meaning of mpfmaimm or the loiical behaviotir of concepts 
about which the queatiom^e asfeed, 

parry* a general definition, as 1 have said earlier, is an 
answer to a question of aaslysia.^ for, **lt concerns itself with 
the essusption end «ust therefore always appear to deal wttli 
thi obvious rather than with the qu^stiiaieble. Its proper' tasii 



im 

is to laatee these ssamptlons explicit sis^ coosiateBt* Bf 
so <Soliig it will inavitablj^ effect th® solBtioii of such, 
special qtaestioBs, siiic© It will pj-escrihe tiio teras s.hi 
the principles of their solution. But it has to ^oiAthtte 
w® which is to h® aas® of evistence, rather tlan with the 
uncoirarins of mw focts«.^® fharefore, there obis b© a© 
concluaiira proof of a iewral definition of ’^alue.®^ bnch 
a definition is an mPiir.lit.®Rt ln...genoraiisationy^ ^aad its 
VBlidlty depends on its success in fscilitating the- solution 
of all special questions of iralue. 

iMa, Perry* s general definition is neither analytic 
definition of ths raeaning of value, nor a report on tlie 
usage of t!w word •v»lut*| hut only a Dreooaal as to how 
to use the word in order to have a science of value amonshle 
to scientific traataent. I will atteapt to show in tha 
second half of this chapter how for perry* s proposal is 
acceptable, particularly frc® tht^ naturalistic point of 
view. Perry claliBS, as atated earlier, that his definition 
of value is •descriptive* in the sense that it indicates 
or represents faithfully the nature and structure of the facta 
of that region of the world which ©i»' value torias roughly 
indicate. 



huch m »goo«S», » ought;*, ate*, cn p@ri:'^»s thaory, 

«in tl» «ost ieuarai aame, St (l,s., tgoodO laeens tte 
€b«xact8r which taytMiii, ietrSvas fi*aa baSng tte objaat of 

any positiva intmmntt whatever is desired, Ujcad, enjoyed, 

33 

willed, or hoped for, is good”* In » special asnse, 

•merrily good* is the character imparted to objects by 

interests harmoniously organised” Be sayst 

«An object is good in the generic senso when it is 
the object of a positive interest t it is morally 
good in the special sense when the interest which 
me teas it good satisfiei Urn requlr^-want of harmony, 
that is, innocence and cooperatioir*.35 

The it true of *right*, •wrong*, and » ought* i, '•ah act is 

right when it conduces to the moral good, that is, to 

harmonious happiness | and it is wrong when it conduces to 

dishenmohy”* tte rightness of an act ••consists in its 

[_being conducive to orj contributing to hsraonious happiness, 

TMa is the root meaning of »right* and • wrong* 

Similarly, what "ought to be fasne is what is called for 

by some good} it is the converse of right* The iioral ought 

is what is called for by the end of the moral good, that is, 

by harmonious happiness** • Thus, "when it is said that 

an act*ought* to be perforaed, it is atsa.nt that the act 

39 

is called for by some good to which t'hs act is conduclyo". 


Tliase definitions of morally •good*, •right*, and •ou^it* 
arc only the special cases of the generic meaning of * value* * 
1 propose, therefore, to discuss may the generic mmim 
• value*! end whatever 1 have to say in regard to it is, with 
suitable changes, applicable to the special definttiow of 


morally »iood*| *riiht*, end •mi|^*« 




ISC' 


t p 


m; p 109* 


W'W,"’p lof. 


t 

Intarsst and valme jiudf^aaot. This distlBctioa 

follows fro® tho fact that iatarest ia diffareat frm 
V'^luo} foil on P©rxf»8 valtj.© is a fianction of intarast^ 

ma thorafora, it is not to ha idontlfiad with int^arest. 

An iiitarast a jndtfota'jfit about Interest | whll« 

a valuo Judcetacsnt is & Jndgament about tho toXuo of an obXnct* 

Both typos of iudg.Msnts ar,: ©mptricaliy verlliablOf haiic©^ 
thay can ba asaignad tl» truth iraluas of truth and falsity 
accor. ing as thsy agrae or disagra® with facta which they 
ara said to daacriba* An interest iudgamant is tarua or 
false I for being interested, is an aisplrieelly verifiable 
charactei iatiCp iilmilarly, a value 4 udgt*aent also is eapfrlcally 
verifiable I and, henca^ can be true or false* for, beii^ 
an object of interest (that is, being valuable) is an 
anpirical cliaracteristic, 

perry denias that value is unitni as retards isnowledge 
and truth, such that there is no distinction, logically 
spealtint, between ludgenents of value or iiractical 4 udte!saiits 
and theoretical iudfiiianta of the hind we have In descriptive 
sciences* Perry sayst 

»The tnowledge of eor&lity differs fron other hinds ■ 
of hnowledfe iw>t ^ 3 ^ tnowledte, but in its subiect* 
aatt«r«*40 

eiaoral Imowladte possesses the sane general charact^istics, 
end is sublaet to the sfti&a diseipliai as ell Imowledge* 

It is true or felae eccording to 'the evidence. It 
Kuet evoid eontradietions* It aiust invent mid 
verify hypotheses »•« « these end all other foiwil 




liS 


W'itari®, or eaxlfflo. applicable to kaoirlosig® 
in gertarsl- am applicable to oiorsl toofioige 
iii particialar, and in the aane 

•»¥alne iiMgaiaente are not diatlngnished formally, 
as rolational and stjbiect predicate 4iids€ia®nta may te 
diatintuiahadj but astej-iaily, by tiss specific 
netUQ of the relation ©r predicate asserted* 
Similarly, valne 4tidg«»3iits are trn® or false 
in whstetfar sense holds of Jttdg^mente geri-jrallyi 
which I believe to be the sense (tflfoadly spesitinfi) 
of agroement or disagreement with f sets'*, 

Again, 

Itnasements] do not differ formally fro® 
other indgeiaents they are true or fslae'*,43 


f'nrtiwr, 


"The iisSgeoent of value is the Jia^gement about 
anything to the effect that interest la taten 

in it",^ 


To specify thm difference between a value iudgewent and a 
descriptive or theoretial |udge«8iitt-» this difference 1® 
the dlffei'ance of subject matter | and it consists in the 
fact that value Judgement® are Judgement® about our pro 
and con int^reat® or attitude®. Barring this differemm# 
of subject matter, value Judgement® , logically speating, 
are oi the aame form a® any theoretical Judgement| «. 
doaeriptiv®, empirical, verifiable, espable of truth iwd 
falsity. Clearly, Ferry adopts the perceptual model with 
respect to both .f^upctlon end of ethical 

JuiSg3nent®, a® diatinguishei from the Juetificeti^y model 
with respect to verif ication and tie Imperatival model 
with respect to the funeti^ of ethical ej^esslisis. 


Two point® may b® noted about F«rry»® th&«tfy of 
ethical Judgement m belief •statement about valtws* pa,. 
the actioiwguiding ci?mra©t^l»tic i» not a part cf the 
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ai-o oiteB t»t«r8t®S with smm motim comtviiitj 

me this emotive content- or "tte motoi‘*efi‘octlve spoil 
of worda*^ has a Hale to play in iisposini; ma to moral 
action* He aayai 

"IhA eldely accepted tei^ma of pfeiae are charged 
eith the Qtialiiy of prslae* Over and afeove the 
more specific and desa-iptive meaniirigs that 
divide ttjm there is the general eaprea&ive 
meaning which mitm them* Xhay signify tlm 
favour- and support of the group in which they 
arc current I and whoever accepts thtHi* applicationa 
to any of hia acta ia disposed to its performar4ce 
hy vii'tue of the coercive preseme of the social 
sanction?* .47 


have aeon that value iudgcmienta involve pro and con 
intjresta ox attitudes, interests snd attitudes may clash 
Of cceie in conflict with each oti^r* Xterefore, thermo can 
he disagreament in value matiers. In other wordSf two valiHa 
judgements say contradict each other* f he function of 
reasoning In value mstters, according to Perry* s theory. Is 
to resolve this sort of talus diesagreesent fey way of linking 
and iivii% a perspective to the clashing or conflicting 
intereats and attitudes* Perry usee the espressioa 
•rstionalisatlott*^ for reasoning of the sort which I am 


tsliLing shout, the funetiew) of rational teat ion or •reasoning* 






is t& intsjgi'sto ca? to raaolw dlsagjreeatnt in lysluie nattefs# 

«P«t lone llsat ion is not « mero et sting of hi« 
MMSMM ths agent « It ia liming of nan »i«son«i 
or tw introduction ol new aediating ju^geaeiita* 
Ttieae imm tlm effect of linking inter eata in new 
ways I, or of introducing intogretion whero it did 
exist beftnr® *,* , Bstionsilsatlon is ti»s 
introduction vi such sects of mediation for the 
seise of integration which it effects* Its narpos® 
is to attract to any interest or to its ohfect, 
the favour and support of ©tlw intereats,<*4t 


further f 


result of rationalisetlon is often to create 
« new end which is distinguished by its intagratiiife 
character, or by the fact that it is confluent with 
many interests, drawing theei together, wbodying 
them jointly* Such ends, or constructive ideals 
are both synthetic and creative” *50 


It i» clear from the abova quotations that for parry 
the functicHS of reasoning in value matters is to resolve . 
disagreaaients by linking the clashing interests or by 
creating new inclusive interests* 1 will presently ask 
the question in what way the reasons perfcrii this function 
of resolving value disagreements* Before that' however, let 
n@ state Parry's conception of 'reason** 


perry says that sound raasoning in value matters is 
possible, and it is in fact done* We act for certain 
reasons, so that whan we are aS'iied, 'Vhy do you do sof*', 
we are able to s^nwer, 'for such and such reasmi% 
However, perry does not distinguish between a jpeeson and a 
ifauae^ rather im disparages the tlsaorf which does not 
identify the reasons for an actiem with its causes* 

Tims, Im speaks of 'the false JsoUmi that tl» JMIpii 

. 
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im 


f&e fiction aie not .gatafip of For Mm, 

reason toi en action is esaentially bM 

« ffifidifitlni;; condition of its pejforsiam©. 

It is not only a eati^rcjining condition, but is that 

f roxtofito, crucial end eontrollfible coMitlon «« 

or which the tors * cause* is pecuHarly approi^rifito***®*^ 

FurthoTKoi’e, 

*EaasoriS cotild not * put an erd to conflict* » ©r 
renoco tite inhibiting effect of an 8ntagoni»tlc_« 
complexi if ■" they were not psychical ectises"#® 

Two points ©aerii© herct Reasons accoreiHii to Perry*s 

conception^ arc ceusos which effoct oi’ this 

l3 JiMJi) disa|r®«ent in irtlue iistters, Jt follows that 

whatewr be the relation bet noon reasons as causes «ni 

resolution of disagreeaent as ef facts « that relation must 

be factual I empirical § in no ease can it be a logical 

relation which can only hold between proaosltiotis ^net betiteen 

events. Therefore* It is absolutely Irrelevant to Perry* s 

analysis to talh of reasons as logically related to value 

jr^giments* 


In what manner reasons as causes effect the resolution 

of valu®' disagraeiaents? To this questloni parry*® answer 

ist ‘By appeal to the other party*® interestsl It Is by 

this appal to the other party*® interests that tmimm arc 

made oonviJoclngt they afford a new perspective of Interosts 

to the party to be convinced or persuaded.# Be i^ilost 

mm want for their actions reasons which will 
aapecl also to their fellows* They need help or 
fear interference* or they stay nerely be sensitive 
to social approval and disapproval# Such being the 
ease# a man nesitatem to act wnleas he poeaesses a 
balilf about the action which when professed will 
dispose others favourably towards the action «## 
im such statsmentB ss sre calculatsi to ^ 

conciliate or attract the iiaerests of others** 


f - g r raf n — M w.'Tm — rarawTrasr 
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But, Bow o»@ c>ao*» H® doe® ttm 

by ©xplaiiiini, his actions ”by i*®«soiui which oth 9 i‘®, in toi'Bia 
of thoii' own Intarosta, moy also find convincing" tlwit 
is to say, rssaons can bs convincing only in tonss of 
Int^.irosts. Til® ®ia of tim TmBomi ft, ©a F«Pify*« conception, 
to persunde the other party fey appeal to^ the other 
party*® intarests* If either he is succetaful tn hl i t 
persimsions, w ths oth©i pai*ty tuceeeda in per siaidii^ 
him, tten the dlsagreeBient on the given ijuestion of value it 
resolved, and not otherwise* And, this is dona not by logical 
argunant, but by psychological parsuaalon imly* 

I Mt type of reasoning functions at both aarseiail and 
laglSl levels* Its logic, however, remains tiB same 
as that of persuasion* At the par soi»l level ft fs self* 
persuasion, aiid at the iatarperaonal or social level, 
it feecoaas a question of persuading the other party* But, 
in all cases, the function of this type of reasoning is 
vto enable a man or a nation or nanitind, despite the wide 
variety of opiniona and interests that mmt divide them, 
to find SOHO coiaaon ground for imzmniom and united 
acticai** **^ 

perry has tallied of a second hind of reasoning which 
he calls jg aost |e«tQ ressoning* the nan® suggests, 
it ie e sort of reasoning which is done after the stion .. 
ties already been sccooiplisM end when you ere required 
to defend yourself* In othai* words, here we are concenaid 

wrm; fm: — — 

86) aev, D 899. 



vith reasons wa giw after an action is gone and w® are 

faced with "tlw qaastion of tfcia iefanaibilittf of tf» aet**,®^ 

or wiian m asit, 'Wiiat reasons can mm find for doing 

the action?* In this t^p® of reasoning, we do not glm 

an hiatorical mplmmttm of the factor® that led to the 

p®Tim*m®nc® of the acticaif for, smch an expltnatltm is 

irralovant hacansa of the fact that the action has already 

haan perforaad. We, however, give reasons for it ©my 

because these reaaoiw are the conaitions of the performance 

of ths action and it is only by way of these conditi^^ 

that the agent* a action, Ms fmtnre action, can he 

controlled and directed hy persnaaion* perry sayst 

vft is absurd to snppoae that whan challai^i 
to •explain* one*® action one is snppeeied to 
give an historical accocnt of its conditions* 

The point of the question C*What reasons can yon 
now find for doing the action 4f*J is to render 
the actions snsceptlhle to tte influence of 
opinion and discnssiiMi* The agent is called upon 
to give reasons for his action, because these 
are the condlticma of perl oraiance by which 
it is subsject to control by parsuasitM# *8® 

The way parry taliis of reasoni^ng in this case also 
clearly shows that to give reascms lor in action is to 
fflontlon cansas of tht action* The relation b«tw«M8i reasons 
and seti«m, here again, oust be factual, anpirical.. In no 
ease can It be said to be logical# In fact, logic ■ does 
nowhere enter perry* s accoent of ethical reesoning# What he 
is talking of Is psychdogy and psychology only* 


In the precadini aaetlcai, I have discnssod what Perry*# 


thaory of raasoning la aoral aattars ia# There I tried to 





d«al iflth thij# aeccMod tteory of othfoal jr#«8o»ing nowii 


porry beflna by «cc®|itif»i ttm atataseiit limb laor®!. 

tB tba imritonlouis imppiimss m tim furat {irtni;l|»|(9 of Mo 

othicai thdory* This first prlocipla worte as the criterion 

or the steniard for imSging objecta aiuS netioim «s gooi or 

baa* Furthamca^ey tlm first priimiple is the preaiiss from 

which right, duty, and virtim are aoriwea*^ f'he ^nmitioh 

is, *How to iostify this first pr incipXof fo aaawor thi«| 

perry roassarta hia basic thesis that moral ifhowMge aiffers 

from other UXM& of khowleage not knowledge but in its 

sub|oct*aatter|^ such that an atMcal iuagement, betni 

verifiable empirically, can be said to be true or false 

fix 

according to the evidence. Bowew, b® dial iriuis has 
tso tinSs of moral knmfladget ilEt derivative, a»(!l Jugt, 
basic, <i) the derivative aoral tneswiadge is iMOt in which 
a moral Indgement is logically derived or dediaced from 
one atatament or a set of statements in coii|«»t ion with 
the first principle of morality, vis#, the principle of 
hsnaonions happiness# fsge, for exemple, the act of 
homicide, »^haii mi act edf bomicida is Jwdged to be Mfong 

lyrnyviit: — wsirmrrss: mncns: 

- ^ 





«rg\Mant of the «pplte«tioii of m riila of principle to 

e certain ipeclfic c«#e. Again, the logical relaticai hotweoa 
tlw mmaom cited end the conclnaioa will b® the mml relation 
of antljrticlty. finally, this sort of retaoiag goes tfom 
ethical prmlBmm to ethical coneliasion, not Iron factmal 
lirt«ioaefl to ethical conclusion, such that the argnaent 
is hcaogemonsy end not hetrogeneoua, etdnicallf* 

Two xnBarha are in placet g||§, here the concept of 
feaeon is not identifiadi hut is sharply distingmished 
fron the concept of pause .> the |nstificstion of an ethical 
indgenent is the logical itaatif ication showing the troth 
of the instifiahility of tl^ ethical Jndgsaient and not m 
act of peraiiaai(Hci| the ain of which is to nslKe some ethical 
indgeoient aioeptehle by altering the attitnde of tht 
disagreeing party* 

liaii this theory of reasoning worgs only within ths 
friNBieworg of scaw sccsptad etlUcsl principlet tiHit is to sayii 
it worts only where the disegreeing psrties share the agse 
ethical principles and also the <w^d«r of preisidence in then, 
such that if any diapwta with regard to the norality of any 
apecific case arises^ they can refer the dispute to the highest 
court of their coanonly shsred ethical principles* this thaery 




fisils to worfe. wh@i*e tiwo is dia«gi®«ijent on th® ©thle&J. 
:5j iiiciplos ttoaselves. 


(11) Tim dorlTstiire moral toowlodga prostj^pCMios Itosio 

moral toewlofig©. Ttie Jjailc moral k&owlodga 1® tls© tocwloag® 

of tlw moral princlplos or th& firat prlncipl®# of ©thicttl 

tiioory# In Parry*® cas®| it la knowlmSg® of thB fsrinclpl® 

of ^InuPMonion® happines®* In fiafoiMse ©£ indifliisal ®tiilc»l 

jiidgomanta (incloaing tha ©meal me® of leooer generality) 

w® Clto the principle of htrmonioiMi happlnassi for on Poriy*# 

thoiitt «thlngs are morally right and wrongi good and bai^ 

obligatory aim forbidden^ lodged by the standard of harmonious 

happinaaa" How do w \mm tto principle of harmonton* 

happiness Itselft fhia Question la tte question of baalc 

moral hnowledge* To ensser thla quastloni P®rry malses a 

distinction between Mooting the standard of haraonlon® 

happiness I and hpa|.aing this standard* the <irhola of 

derisatlire moral imoiiledgo la no more than an application of 

the atandard of harim»ni 0 ua happlnesa to certain specific 

caaea or certain elasaes of caaes« Enowledge of the conditions 

of adopting the principle of harmonious happlneas belcsats 

to tha baalc toowledge of morality* perry aayst 

**T]»ere are two ludgsments* tha ItsSgemerd: which 
adofta the atandard. and lha liidgoiaeiit which appllea 
lt« The fundamental question of mcsral toswledge is 
the question of tha proof of the f Irst or basic 
Judf ament* It is a ludgsment about a ateiidard» 
and to the effect that a specific atandard « such 
aa harmonloiii happlneaa, oecuplea a j^cullar place 
Miong atandarda. and is entitled to le deslgnatei 
aa moral aiandard*** This la not a metal 
luigement Im the aense of asaigning auch pteileates 
aa «tood«*t «*rliht** and ^^oiighie* i^al theory, 
whether If miimrta that tl!m ultimate moral atandard 
la happineaa. or that the moral right or good ia 
iMefimble. or that duty is obedlenee to God* or 
that the right la the reasonablei atanda outside 

uyai yiOt 


a re; “ iria: 



the circla of &mh Jtailgoiaeiit. 

Boiwraoi'fcl ttetosienta sbomt 


satl ms tea 


f te poiiit that porrjf* la afiltiog i» tl^t basic inoi'al Itnotfl^^Ha 
la posaibl©, that la, wo cm b© snU to toiow the fiiat 
principle of hla ethical theory, the principle of imrrnomrnm 
happines*. And that thla bnowieage comlsts In giving 
non-aoral roaaona or atating nonpeioral roaaoss for editing 
the pi iiiCipio, He cannot give moral reasons for the tmth 
of the principle I for, all sKirai reasona whatevaar mmt derive 
from the principle of fiaroonions teppiness itself which 


alone is the nltlnate moral good* And the reasonji that we 


give for the prii»:lple of Imivonloiis happiness ci'.nrjot be 


the reasons derived fro® tha principle itself, fherefore, 
no Boral reasons can be given in Imstiflcation of the principle 
of harBonicna happiness* Whatever reascms can be given in 
jnstif ic^Htion of the pilnciple ®tist be nota-naoral reasons* 
such noD-Boral reasons go only to show why we adopt the 
principloi in no wiae do they go to show the truth d the 
principle of iteiif. 


perry's arfixaent for adopting the principle of herffioniofna 
happineaw or Ms 'proof* of the standard of harsonions 
hpppiness is similar in strnctnre to the one given by i'«S« lill 
in the PtilltariaMam> Be divides his argument Into tm 
parts I (i) to show that tha tmTmnlms happiness shonld be 
in fact • standard, or ^nalified to be a standardi and 111) 
to show that the harsionioiis happiness is the moral standard, 
to the edolnsioB of other atandarda for which a almilar 
claSfli ia made* Be emphaiit^ mpon the fact that tioth theme 
conditioKm Ci) »aS (tt) a»« required in order to shew whr 
ahogld edopt the principle of harmonlona happinesot For, 
if tM first condition ia mt aettafled, then we have no 



klttim&h P«rrf calX« his afgmant to ho o ipirocf* ■:0f 
Boi'sl toonlodgo, ha ioos not raosa to glvo a jrigoroi»| 
i©ai.eti¥0 |*roof of it. VI hat ho amm to do U to ad vine® 
argwonta {ttmt is, rassons or ccttsidaratiom) ia aApport 
of tha priacipio of hamoaioua happlmts, »*»rgmeiits wMchi 
tlwiigh ttmy aif aot aattsfy ovary body, m l®»«t have the 
iBorit of being appropriate to the theaia which is to b® 
provM."®^ 


Hare are f«rry*« eonaidoratlcais which g© to aatiafy the 
cooditions <i> aad 111)* la s®tiafo©ti» ©f the firat 
©©.nditioai lit givoa two coaa idler at ioasi ^na , thwetieal, 
two f practioal* Both the ooaoidorations go to ahow that 
"the ataadard of harsaaiiinis Imppiaaas is oapabl® of 'beiag 
agrood oa • both theoraticalXy and pra«tl«olly»#®® 
theoretically, bocstaKs it »»atlsfi«s the reqalraiBoat of cogaitivo 
tmivoraality and ob4«etivity| tlwt is, it is the s«iio for 
all fenowera who addroaa theeiBalves to the subi»cl^,.^ 
practically, bocaaao *the good ©f iwiraooioas happlaaos, 
a lace it embroeoa all iateraatai is to mm& extent to 
ovarybody*® intoreat, aad thereby obtata* a‘bif'#adth of attpiwwrt 
•xceadiag that of any other good# Siary person, ineliifiing 

a> w;". m. e> ' iff;i ''''iarTBr'W7Y"is5':'''' 

w) OT, . laa. 


tise pornoii to who® tto ai-gment la haa aom® 

m 

stakvi in it". ^ thm^ Pwrjr coiicXisa«s tte first p«i*t of 

his argHHisnt In proof of ©oral tawlotgaf 

"littmo, ti» iKtfffi of haraoniou® iiapplnoaa is 
doubly univdi'ssl. It is unii^tirsBl in the 
tl^oratical ssnseg its nature ®tid its liipXicetions 
ar,. oli|e.ctiv®, and tip ii«5|effients in >rMch it la 
^ployed are equally true for all iw&gmt and 
b4if4 abatracted from particular interests, it is 
applicable to all ism&n aituations. It is also 
univoisal in the social senses its 
benefits accrue to all men, a& to all men 
collectively. It is a norm m which all men 
can unite anr. agree • both theoretically and 
praetlcolly" ,*1 


Tlrw second coiKilition also is SBtisfied, For, the 
atnndard of harmonicfua happiness is presuppoaed by all our 
value Judgements aw’ estlmctes. For- inetanc-?, it is 
embodied In Ihj C olden hule# FuX'thei'oor^e, disagreements 
as to thJ specific applications of moral opinion are 
settled by a reference to the principle of harmonloui 
happiness* perry ssysi 

"gqually significant is the fact that when men 
differ as to the specific applications of moral 
opinion it is to the standard of harmonious 
happiness that they loolt ten' ccwon good* ind 
it is by this standard that men criticise and 
Justify their major social instituttlom • 
conscience itselx, polity, law, econosy • by which 
they define the places in laiasn society that 
are to bo allot|ed to art, science, edmati^, 
and roligioir**^ 

Pari'y dates that his * proof* of the principle of harmonious 
happlMAs is •empirical* in the full sens® of the termi for 
it is based ©n **s system of concepts verlfiea, by the data 
of huiian llfe"**^ 


Two ccmments are required! Cl) As I heve already made 
explicit, rerryti » proof* of m^al tewaledge ia not a 


deduetive proof* »or the aet of reasons m arguBonts 




whicn te hm ptit forth in my my sho« tte truth of tl» 
principle* Qi htr«onloua Impplmas* Tl»a« reasons aS* to 
show why thsi principle of iMiriaoiiiaus happiness shouM b© 
adoj.'ted or nccaptod to b® true} they shc^ why parry Isold® 
the principi® to be true} but in no wsy io they go to sltear 
that ttef principi© itself is true, fhe sort of reason* 
which Perry tot off aresi in support of the prirwiple 
constitute a pregBstlc lustificsticn of the principle ©f 
hsiiBonicms hsppinesst they do iot consitute its logiesl 
or cognitiv© justification. 


Jjjjjtf The second cosment timt 1 wish to as be is concerning 
the following psrat 

wif IwiiiRonious happiness can ba truly sffirinea to be tJ» 
wore I standard it srast so agree with htman nature and 
the eircuRstancea of Insian life that mm can adopt it 
by edueation^ persuasion, and choice} and^ haeing 
adopted It, can govern their conduct in accordance with 
it a raquirements. It amat be qualified to serve as 
a criterion by which hiiaan interests , a eta, characters, 
and organiaations can be classified and ranlsed, th» 
evidence that it satiafied these requiranents will be ^ 
found in the fact that it is so adopted and inployei»#^ 

When I analyse this parsi 1 find that it haa the following 

logical structural* 

C o<s) Clf The principle of haraonioua happinesa is in 
fact adopted and employed as the ^standard 
of good and bad} 

Ct) fharaforsi it is the standard of good and bad, 
6lv^ a slightly diffarent fom, we aay lite t© state it 
as foilowai ' 

I ?| Ci) Tht prlncipla herniaiioini happiiwag is 
In fact actoolwadged to be the standard of 
good and bad} : 

(3) fhar^toroi It is the standard of good and bad* 
91 |' ' ii^^'"'iffi'™SScall^ ' 'isMiount' ©it' ■ ibe”' distiifelliw"''IS^^weiS"^ 


im 

t« feotli ( ami | ^ j 1^2^ pr®a@iil» 

ttm aafto logical problm which I p&gm®6 mt whilo 
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fSiacnasiog Mill« My aolhiion i© ihis pjpoblo® ^haf® also 
is tJw aitffle as 1 of for ad th®i*®, fh© solmtloii is that 
(s) tho arg\Moht is not daMluctisOj and {!!)■ th#r# is 
no Msy of assorting that sorae primlpU is th« stsaisri of 
good and hsi nnlssa vs hats in fact astoowlsfigai that 
principla to to® the standard of good and had, I an m>t 
qnite sure hov far aiy poaition €»i this point is satisfactoryf 
Imt, for the present « I do not hsis s tetter solntion of 
the problem. 


1 itTopose now to criticise end evslnste Perry* s 
ethical theory in so far as it is naturalistic and Ms 
(ao-ocalied) aeientific nethods of generalisatim and 
varif ication. Before 1 proceed on to a detailed criticisis, 
hovever^i 1 vonld liise to nage a lew general reaariiaiw 

(1) perry gives s definition of vslnSi and this definition 
is in terns of interest, this is in shsrp contrast with 
Benths«i| Milli end Merbert Spencer, vho give m a theory 
of criterion of value, end do not bother about the tnestion 
of definition of value, igaiHy Perrf, nnlliis Milly for exanpley 
nalcea the qneation of neanim of v^ne to be the prinary 
qnestio* of value theory. Be doea this following the lead 
of a*S, Moore, And* it is astnral thst he should have done this. 


<»gnltlve and pragnatic Instil ication. aee feigl| Itor^rty 
•Be pr Incipiie Mon Biapntandwi ,„f On the Mepii^ and the 
Linits of Jmetilicaticn* in Pftiio.ao.a|tC|tlj^Bil|.a|a, ed. Men 
Blecby irenticeOiall, iiic*| Englewoci cliffs, «,J,, 
llia47, m 

P ^ 

Bee p 107 &t the present wmrbf 


i@iii 


CS) P«rrjr»a 8@is®y«i m-leotatioii in hi# TfraTrr.T 

Sl iJ L &lM Cl *‘26) if psyc'hologicsi, but in hit Hoaiaa t%t Viattf 
(1954) t it if aiainlj' logical, Ceiai®«IVi®iitl|'| hi© uccosmt of 
©thicftl r®«©oiiiiig in the Ittteir worit it far itot*© satitfactoi'y 
fjpoii tha point of viow of othical iat^thc^olc^;if than ttm 
om gimn in Urn &ofl©r»l Thso gy.. of 

(3) parry* • inodel of amlytis of ©tiiical |i3i5g«ti@nt i© 
poicoptnal* For him, an ethical iudgenent fnnction® in 

the «a®® way I that it, 5atcriptively| at any ether 

■# 

thaorutical or factual Iti^ganent Soetf so that fornally 
or logically I there it no distinction wlwkitefar between an 
ethical judgement and a descript it© y factual statement « 

(4) f he aame perceptual model ia employed when perry 
discusses tte problem of the verification of ethical 
jud^iment,' an ethical judgement can be verified to be 
true or false by checbii^ up whether or not it corresponis 
with facta, Xhia sense of •verification* is the aame as 
tt^ alpha aenae of • verificaticsi* discussed by me in the 
third chapter of the present woriK* i^twithst'anding this 
model y he does not hesitete to assert that individual 
ethical judgements are verified by refereiwfo to the first 
principle of his ethicsl theory { and that the first principle 
itself is verified net by hunting the referents of the 
concepts involved in ity that isy on the perceptual model y 
but by reference to the pragmatic conaSderationa which enable 
us to adopt or accept the principle to be isrucy that isy 

on thi j^aatificatory model* 

With these genwal remarluit I will now go on to the 
mein business of e me m in i ng perry* s type ®f dihical naturaiiem. 
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ComUmi- £ix&t f»®fipyia 4©fisiit4o» csf ♦vaXw* csr tgooi* 
t» tejms of intaraat, "To ba valuable it to bo an objaot of 
Ifiteioot*** porry fogarda this atstement tlist Ho fee iraloolite 
if to bii an obioct of Interast* as (i) a flafinition of 
aa (11) tl» moat fmidaaieiital syatl»tlc prinoipl® of Ms 
tlMory of valwi and also as (ill) ono wMcti itslaf ts not 
a mlm 4T3dga®®nt, I will «^«sidar tbrao altarnativaa 
saparatoly and try to slwii that Porry is in mttor eo«ifipy8ion 
with ropyrd to tbo logical atatns of tba first principia 
of Ms othlcal thoory* 

(a) "Vftlw is any oblset of any Sntaraat" • tMs stat^ioiit 
as a statosiont of tM daf Inition of iralna dafinas m 

any object of any intarast* XaMing mlm to bo tbo sane as 
good I tM definition tasas tha following foiHit 
Valma=df* any object of ai^ interest { 
or# 

Qood :=: df • any object of sny interest* 

Stated slightly differentlyi the whole atat'Saietil of the 
definition of value or good aiaonnta to tMs atatenentt 
any object of any interest ia good* 
hegarding tMa atatofaent to l« a defiaition| 1 can loo'it at 
it in two wayai (1) the definition is enalytiC| hence Hem* 
infomative of any noii»llag«iattc state ©I affairs* aai* twi 
C8) tM definition la e sort of ostensive definitifni* 

Bow, lay clal* is that this definitias of vain© as ai^ 
object of any interoat cannot be used either as the noat 
fwidifaental principle of any theory* or the criterKm 

for lodging the value of objectsf for neither of than is 
nminfomative atatenent, Esther* if it is not nswiinfomatvie, 
but a aynthitic propoaitlb«» tt» the mmum mm% cowait 


in 

tto niitTgj*?*ll»tlc f^f<Xl^cs3fJ Bi»d| it also glvea ri»@ to certain 
csso^ lo which 1 ^©citlon j^ocotHsi'a lei'* aa^^iiiig that eii object 
h®.J ir«lw cxcMoa tha orr’inary »@thodt of wpiricel ccleac® 
but B'wit Involi'a ioea sort of intuit ioa whieh m«y t»« aali 
to rawal non-auipii'lcal charactajriatlca* 

I’Im Seflftition cmiiiot be even taken aa an 
jlalinition* It Id laipoaaibl© to point out to an imlta^'sslj 
as tlij concept of good, foi* oxaaipi®, is, unless you assunad 
that univoxiiala exist in some sense ol tha ¥Ol^d •exist** 
fi theory of uniirefsals which asserts that imiversals exist 
in somo Sanaa of » exist* is based on s theory of lenguage 
and meenlni' which no thinker altar he has read MlttecMteln 
and (iuiii® is liioly to hold. Bat, perry does hold that 
values isiist bo said to exist in some sense of the word 
• exist* { they must ba said to exist U not in the ordinary, 
common^aeiwilcal, aenae of empirical existence, but in the 
aenae in which numbers, for example, are aald to exist* 

His point is that you cennot have a sclent if ic, empirical 
theory of value, or that you caimot use the empirical method 
0^ cieervation if Vf«luea do iiGt'’‘mxiat* And, we toon that 
seme values at least, do not exist* He therefore suggt!)sts 
a wsy outf- 

«hle seem compelled then, to provide for iw»Qi.existei^ 
obiects, that ia, for seme supplementary category of 
baing ol subsistence* theory of value can thus 
be <MBpirical or descriptive ©my in a sens® which v. 
is sufficiently elastic to permit of its be^ 
extended to this wider ^alm»»* ^ 

this sttggestioo, however, seems^ w to suicidal* lou c»« 

use the methods of ei^lrif|l observetiem with regard to things 




ttMeti ajr4» »ia®i»bl-3 to tim spplientloja of soon Motliois* In 
tJw c?->so of tiaii^s MMon do not txist| tl» aotlsods of onpiy’losl 
©b8oi¥.itl©fi ars mdlosst for ttoat wliiob dooa not «*ist wmt 
ba obaaraod al»o, Ths uao of tn® notliods of onpirioal 
jroittiros that tWUiis i© %inteh th# nathods mt% 
to to applloiS oust oxitt Slid oxist in the mpirinnlf 

s«mo» To i^slt tha oxistai^ of valusa In sons lioiwsffltfti’ieol, 
• 0 OSO and at tho same tiaa to assojrt that this sort of thSng 
is naoasaafl in ox’daf that the oapirioal nathods of 
obsarvation nai he nai^ ia to aai* e^mtiradiotorf thdniES** 

30 far iBf point haa haan that to dafine valna in taraa 
of ohfaots wMeh do not axiat in tha ordinary anpirieal aanaa 
hilt anhaiat aa Plato* a Idaaa dOf is to haso a thaori of 
onfvaraala which ia haaad on a faulty %im»f of langnaga and 
eiaaninfi and it ia alao to oxcli;^# the naa of anpirioaX 
etotMa of obaarvation which Parry ia so haon to retain 
in ordor to aaica vaXiia thaory anpirieal and aciantifio* 

1 will now try to ato that Parry*a daf initidillRiat 

4 

eoenit tha natni aXiati© falli^.of idoatifying good with 

a natnraXistic ob|oot» ( I ha#f daXIborataXy naod tha word 

# * 

• notiarfiXliiti©* followlnl iK>or®*a naa to Xnclnia not wiXy 
tha anpijrioal objaots and thair ©haraotariatica bat alao 

,# 4 ’ 

naiiMM^lrioaX obloota and th» ir charactariaticiH This Sa , 
mmllf ahowa by pointing out that parry* a |«f tuition 9 $ waj^l 
or good ia terwi of any objaot^^^ any intarast ia opoa to 
ilooro*a <«pia taaaticm argoneat* aarXiar ahwa Idiot 

the op-Mi watioB arp»a#f;iat I *»'»« »la» ahown how Parry 
ataara aiaar of tha argnoant by potatiag out that tha # 
opan 4i§atSoa argWMiS aaa be aaai only whera wa hawa aXraaiy# 


177 


confwiad thj jonsi of i Jlaition with tha «@nse of inquiry 
01 quostlon. I ftisar'oo with powy ia uo far m Ma iSafow 
ogidiwi th*i op«n quoation «rgwiai 3 t ^oo®, i c^him, howewr, 
that in dpltos of tha fact that the opm q^kostton arfOEiorst 
ia itot applicable to Porry»s aefluitlon, or for that 




perry* i <3ofinitioia of talue or gooil la ter»s of any obioct 
of any intoreat does cowoit tha not\iraliatlc fallacy, 

I’oi*, 1 h->ll®vo that to an obfeet of intaraat 1» at 
beat only a giiliarlon of mlwif not the peanlnf o£ taint* 

I'or, in omer to tot tbl® to tty whttter or not soiatthlrig 
it goo^ or taltuililei wt httt to itternine whtthtr or not 
thtt thing it an ohitet of intereat* If it it an obitct of 
intertati than wt stay aay that that thing it good or tslnahlt,' 
That to ht an ohiaet of iatertat it j| pond it ion of taint 
it tfiiiittti t>y Parry hliattlf also. It atyss 


»a otrttln potitiet plantitoility it glftn to thia 
hypothaait ti,®*, the hypothtsis of wine at any 
oof act of tny inttr^istj »y tht fact that in order 
to crtata talwt whtr® they did not ttiat btfore 
it t<jea* toJ»t sufficient to Introdnca an 
intertst® , Tv 

Thartfor®, im conclndoty taint i® any objtet of any intareat. 
The fact tJiat an intaraat la taiten in an obiaat ©iflf mms 


%M% ©b|a«t talnabla, "f© be ttlnabla® it logically 
to ®to be aomathlng which is talnabla® or ^to be a taint®, 

•To h& a talna® it not a logical aqnltalant of •taint® oat •giiod®| 
whora •iraIna"or cgood* it t nniirtrttl of theistte order and 
with tha omo Mtaniiig at •gooiaatt^# party nabta a claw 
diatinction batiioan «iood things* and »go©dnaa®** or •talnabla 
thinga* and •walna*! but, It appaarai aa it Sa obtiona frc* 



By m.rlysU of Parryts rtefinitto« of wan®, ttot te 

OT ‘sood* or •goortnoas* with t« itte £do«% 

o# • t?iif5t;a* or 'wluahia things* , What to Mr! started 
with was to giw a meaning or definition of wlue or coodf 
what h'J potnally achlwoii Is a definition df *» '?alno% »tl» 

, or *e wlnabl© thing*, or»!i good thing*, 

I’hns, i I*® itf‘Q|M*ru6 to go with perry in so far as he holds 
that *to hi an object of any Intorest* is tlm logical eqtiiwlent 
©f *1© hrf aopiathins which is a ’?>'aue or ia ■valnehle* | init 
1 do not see any reason to accept *to he an object of any 
Intel hat* to be the definition or meaning of the word ♦good* 
or » valuable* , To h* an object of any interest can at beat 
be a cj' iter ion of judging aoisethlng to be valnable or good 
or a value, but this criterion cannot be identified with the 
neaning of the w<WPd« good* or • valuable* • The word * good* or 
>v%lnablo* and libe worda era naed to ccnmend certain thiuga 
or persona oi‘ practicea, or to prescribe certain gniie<»linea 
foi choice and action* And to identify th@ ■^fahinr. with the 
crltericai of •good* or •valuable* ia to commit the naturalistic 
fallacy*^ 


1 heve ao for tried to show that perry* a definition of 
value comasito the naturalistic fallacy by identifying tM 
crlterli»j of value with the aesnihg of it| that he falls to 
sointain the distinction between •value* sa s universsl 
concept and •« value* or » values* ss s particular and cIm# 
concepts reapectivelyf tt»t is, betwwwi •goad* and *a good*, 


SO) For an excellent acymiit 

oS ssSa} 



with th>3 ^^mlt that his mtmtim 

turn® <mt to ba « dofinition of it gooat^ mlmbU thing*,, 
of *0 falii®* , aisd iK^t of win® on *good* as a ii wi wrMWl 
concept. I pjropoae now to show that aefSnition, any aefinittou 
what soever I by tli.* logic of it, is analytic, ai^ the stat-.»ant 
of it ® tautology. Ko analytic atate®ent on a tautology 
gitea us information about any ncm^linguJatic state of 
affilra. It thua being a non-.inforaative statenent, ci.rnot 
be used either as a criterion of |uflgin« things or a.ctloiis 
as good o» bad, or as an ethical principle. For, it is 
a i»cessary condition of any criterion or the first principle 
of any ethical theory that it anat be significant, mf something 
so that it can be used for atabiiig significant asse rtions, 
given any ethical or v^tlue situatim. h contentless statomei^ 
which is true by virtue of the eesnings of tlv$ tens used, 
or ox tha rules of tte use of the coneepta involved, 
is alnon^signif leant stateaent* Perry* a deflfiitien being 
such a stafeement, is therefore useless eitlmr aa a criterion 
of V'.ius or aa a ftrat principle of value theory. 

A third way of looking at perry* s definition of value 
in terms ^of any obfeet of any interest is to regard it 
as a report on the usage of the ten » value*. I have eatlier 
tried to show that his dafinitlon niasas the narl^ instead of 
its being a definition of the concept of value, it in fact, 
is a dafimition of the concept of *» value* or •« Vfsluable 
thlnj^ . Even ao, if ve took it to be a report on thi «ag@ 
of the tan •value*, it at best turns out to be s notwethieil 
linguistic atatesient* Such a noifc^thical stateaient cannot 
be used either aa a re„scai ®r a criterion of valua, i*e,, 
of judging conduct aa good and bad, ; 



To 8t» upt- Tlio point tkm% 1 imhw tfii^ to show in 
cjtilioisifig P®rry** fiofliiitioii of voluo is thot p«iti‘y*» 
wholo pl®n of ^®fining •ifsln®* ojp *good* & univwssl 
coiKsapt ffitl# of foiMsticMi it wm iosignsi to 
m rm Bitiiar fslloa to dofia© the ooncsept ^ *V6lw» 
or ccnaiittw! ths mtw^iiotlc fftliaoy, or «t test rteoced 
the Most fimdsBiontal pr thotpl© of mlwi tteery me th& criterion 
of wblm to oithax- ® wrtel ©r a linguistic 

#t8t’*mant« 


Fnrth«r»ore, porry does not appear to te qtaite »mr@ of 
the logical atatna of hia atateeent that *to te velnabl® la 
to ha any objoct of any intafast*. That te tatea it 
(1) to ha a atataatnt of dafliiitioii of mlm noada m 
raoro coomanta* Alaot te regards it (2) to te **t}p fundamental 
aynthotie ^vnegmmt of aglna**®^* Finallyi he naaa It f3) 
aa the criterion of indging valne«^ 0f the moral 
ha asyai 


**1110 tioral good has haan defined aa harmonioum 
happineas^ or aa that organiaatlon of intaraata' 
in which each anioye the noii»i&t<irfar«nce and 
support of the others, whether within tte paraonal 
life or tha life of society. This beccme# the 
moral “firat principle**, it aete the standard 
hy which ohiects ere deemed morally good or had, 
and is the premiae from which right, duty, and 
virtue are to he derived. It provides the moat 
general predicate of moral iudgemeM and the 
basic concept of moral knew ledge** 

Mow, It ia laposaibie to identify m with «a), or Ca>f 

such that to aaaert (1) ia to cripple or mate deftelit either 

C2) or (3) or bothi or to lie^t m d» ^ ^ 

go far far away from (1), the reasons why this la a© is 
that both C2) and <3) are algnificafit aaaerttoiii, but (1) 
being analytic, ia a »on«*aig»ific««t te f© asawt 


(a) Oi* C3) is logicsll^ to «»«sXiaa« Ci)* It is qtiita 
»pp»tmt tlmt Psrarjr is in tittoy ■ coafusioR' tei*.®. 

It sosms to ti^t psrry ims bssii laisiod by his mn 
ioraiilstion of th® stst^sot •to b© fsl’tsifel© is to be nyiy 
object of «ny later ©stt , He is im to tUnk t.hat this 
stfttOBiisnt is loilcslly «nilv»l@»t t© ths statsmefitt 

•fain© or sood=€f* any object of any i|it@rest'»* 

Ho felia to so® that the ordinary idion of langissg® slloea 
tha muivnlmim of tte following throe ^proasionsi* 

<8) to ba valnablo or good 

Cb) to bo soBOthing which is saliiabl® or good 

Ce| to b® a valno, 

how I tiw atstiMiont *to walnable is to bs any objaet.of 
any interest* is logically o^niwalont to any of th® 
following atatwantsi 

Ci) to ba sonothing valnabla is to b® any object of 
any intorast 

(a) to b« a walu® is to b® any object of any inter oat. 
But I it ia to aiaunderatand the logic of tha ej^reasion 
•to bo wgluabl® or good* if on® thought , aa perrey, for «*«aple, 
did, that ’to be waluabl® or good* ia th® sicia aa *good or 
valuable* or the sane aa the concept of good or valuable* 

It ia thia confusion of tto be valuable or good* wills •good* 
or •valuable* wMcIs l»e nialad perry ii^ thinteing timt 
the etat eieiil ♦to be valuable ia to be any object of any 
interest* defined the eowept of mlm or good, lie mmmtkm 


to ddfino valtei ©lay ©biact of ms iatofoat 
oblivioua of ^ thw distiactfoa# viiiGh| followifig McKSJt*®.| 
ha hfjjiasli h«a no ihaiply drana * thsu diatiaetloa batMSoa 

feood thing* and •goodnoaa* w tli@ coaeept of goc^* 
wao^'taaate I'oault of this ccafaaicaa has been that ha 
totes th-5 saijt* otot-jjuant •to bs toiaabl^ is to ho any olijoot 
of anf iiitoxoat* lo^otlaoa a atotoataid of defiaittoa, soaetlffios 
a ayafchotic atiitanoat of tht fUrat peim.ipl& of wla# theory ^ 
aaa aoRotiffloa to bo a ciritojric® of imiging the tolas of 
thiaga and actions. Cloarly, (1) the stat^wsat tto te any 
objoct of any int«r@at la to U valuable* la ailforent trm 
(2) tha atotoment »to be any object of any intoroat la goodaesa* 
oi* f ioia C3) th® a tat sent »to be any obl®ct of any lnt®i*«»t 
is valuable or goodnaaa*. fh® atatoeisiBd (1) la an mmwmt 
to ttii quest iobi *'4hBt doaa It nean. for aonathlng to 
ludgad to bo good or valuablof* fh® stntmmt (zy Is an 
anavor to a request for the manli^ or definition of * value* 
or (good*. Finally y (S) la Itself a value ludgeiaenti and: it 
can be used aa a critorion for lugging tMn§y peraeasif 
aetionsi |ira*tlcea| and ins titmt ions.* Ferry hsa confused 
(i) with ( 2 ) and Ct) with (3) with the result that it la 
difficult to decide what the logical status of hi* nost 
fundaiaintal statoiient la. 

1 propoeo mm to conabdar F^ry'a conception of the 
function end logieal status of a valiaa ludganent# I begin 
with the function of a velte |udg««^t Ferry hc^ds that 
a value Jndgenent doaa not differ fron otlwwf thnwniilcai 
iudgenenta fowallyi but that it diffem Iron othM- 
theoretical Jniianants naterlally odf * fhet is to say| 



what fy ¥r.l\i9 a mlm JiiigiaaBt U it» 

its ®as®ritlal rafajpauc® to int^jpoot^ and 
attltit^asi and not Ita foita» Foironlly^ & valus ^tidgawant 
»tf ictljr apasmng is il«ici‘l|>tlir«,. In oth«f words, %fm 
iogical function of ai^ valu# iudg^ont is to doscrlfe® 
and to do nothing ols®, A ir®lu® iuSgoaaat aia|r moir# an indiwlduaJ 
®iM>tionaliy, but this is only its accidsntal charactii>ristic* 

a wttluo iudg^iasnt doscribes is « atsts of affairs 
involving intarasts and attitudsa. 

Imagiiii tl»t a valua 4vdg®siant is wholly dascriptiv®. 

It iHpliaa that t&i pr^icat® of a valu® Judgsiiant also 
is dascrlptlva* fhis pradicat© mast fee son® valu® torn, 

^skf ir« valuo toms lika *good», »v®luabl®*, •bad* •right*, 
•wrong* usad for purpoaas of dosofibing i»ilyf f h© answar 
cloarly ist Ho, fh» fiuietion of valua tarfsa is not 
dasoriptiva. If it war® dasariptiva, than you oaiaiot pn^^forat 
th© 4ob with thoii wMoh thsy ar® ordinarily uaad to parforn, 
ths 4ob of proacriblngy coomiaiidini, and tha lifca, fha point 
is that daseriptiva tarns do not p<n‘forts the function whioii 
othieal or mlm tarns are t<s«d to parfom, fh» aisia is 
true of dascriptlvo santanoas also, f hay eaniiot be luiod 
to parforsi the av®luatlv«i or athieal funetion of praaoribini, 
ooBMianding, ate. It followa that whan Parry radueaa othieal 
w oalua Judgamonti to daoeriptlva otatamants, ha pravmrte 
thaM froa porfomiag thiso funetlona. It aeons to m timt 
perry in hi# onthsaioan to nalia »«!»» theory espirioal 
end aelentlfie fails to notioo the poeullarity of mlm 
laagtaoio, and ha therofenro, aooiia to bring toluo theory 


ethical dlscou’ae to iS®»cnptliri dlscotjra®. to ao thU Is 
to roh othlcs or vsiiia theory of Its RTitouomy# 

Consider now P«rry»i thssls tlwit vain® iTajagooeats taive 
the saaio lofclcul ststns with any other theoretical |nage«®nt»| 
avch that they are variflahie eapiricallf, ana hence em he 
seia to have the msual truth valmes of truth and falsity* 

The laodel that Perry employs for the verification of velne 
ivAgm&nta ia the perceptual model* He nses •verificatioit' 
in the alpha aenad of * verification* discussed hy me in the 
third chapter I and •truth* and •fslalty* also in tte same 
sense* To say that a value Icdgamtnt is verified to he true 
is to eey that it corresponds with the relevant factual state 
of effairsf and to say that a value iud£©ment is verified 
to he false is to say thet it disagrees with the relevant 
state of effeirs* 

My fir at eon lent is that the perceptual model is $&t 
sdiKiuate for purposes of ethieel V(«rifl«»tloii* foTj this 
model asswiee tt»t vslua or good Is iffmetter of perception 




character let Ice which ers existeiit* This easttiptla*i la 
false for two reasone# fiitt esimaptlwi retuires 

the Identification M value predicatea with factual predleatest 
an Idantif Icatlon which laais us to un^atand the logic 





of ^ axpressiona on the lines of tte logic 

oi' ff'ctufd «upr(j4i3ons, with th® retBlt that we loa^s sight 
oX th'.'. p«JinAllai function of ethical or IftHguenej the 

ffict thfit viiltii l»ih;iiflc;>2 ia use^ to coKKenS things^ personsj 
inst itutlc>xU| oj iii’sctlces j, st^ prescribe actions* kfh^^ 

JiiMjSi ®ssifflption goes against th!:5 basic pi*inciple ©f 
etMciil thfcJory itmt values are neutrsl with respect to 
facts I such ttot the saiao thing muy teva thsi yalm© good 
or bed o 2 ‘ Indifferent nnSer different set of conditions 
end contexts, depending upon the criteria used, f»®rri»« 
theory violates this principle| for it asserts that vain® @r 
goodness is as good an tapir leal characteristic as any other 
descriptive ohaervabl® cliaractorietics of things, ®*g,, 
yellowness* 

secondly. Perry eaploys the perceptual aodel of ethical 
verif ication hocsiises he nisconceives the nature of ethical 
or v^lu® 3udg«@nt* in ethical or value ludgeaent, essentially, 
is a ludgenent lor which ressonic can be^ and whenever ttey 
are asked lor, era icnerally gIvM* When a person Makes 
an ethical iudgenent, he is reqiuired to gif® his reasons 
to Justify that Judgioieiit of his« He is not rs'fiuired to 
report on his ferceptlcds of goodness or value* This 
conception of ethical or value Judg«®nt is consonant with 
the ordinary, coBWHon-aense, conception of it* It atatea thifc 
truth and falalty of an ethical JtsSg«ient is to he verified 
depending upon whethar ©r not good mmom can he given for 
€M? acgftlnat it. that is to say, the truth and falsity of an 
ethical Judgenent Is verified on th* justifieetory noiel of 
VM>lfi<Mtion, i*e., in the beta aense of tverific8ti<«* 
disGUsaed hy na m ths third chapter ^ ths preg^ wor-fe* 


im 


ftils utsow® th«t t)ie 'p©rc*iptt»il ao€©l of ethical fei^ifiCEtioitj 
is ImOnvfitQ for pw^joa©® of sthical ai*»l<rsis*^ 

Finsllyy It is not *©<iiiira^p as psrjri' sosns to have thought ^ 
that in order to eaage ethical or value theory sclontiflc 
or mpiiical the ettiicist nust conceive the fu ndam ental 
principle of his theory on the ®oi®l of dascriptivd, factual 
statoiients aiaS thus saeg to eaiploy tte perceptual model for 
their verification and the verification of other ordinary 
4udgaHianta of vt»lue. He could very sell have followed 
iiartoert kipencer in accepting as thi fundiaiiental principle 
of hia ethical theory thi at»4#®ent that whatever is an ohjeet 
of interuat ia good* fhia etatemant would then he the 
first principle of hia value tlieoi’y end itself atrictly 


a value |udn»eat. la could then regard thia principle 
to he the criterion of valu® and derive froai it in conlunctioa 
with acme aapirical atataaient or statestenta ordinary ludfementa 
of value* iklaO| h.* could formulate an intermediary principla 
stating that auch and such cheraeteriaticsaMlia an ohieet 
the ohject of inlereat* Thnai for ludgisg the valu® of 
aaythii^ as good and l»d ha could tue both the first principle 
that •whatever is an object of inlereat is good^ and the 
intemtediary principle that auch and auch character iatic^ 
msKe an oh J test the object of intereat together « This vay 


hia value theory could he acientiflc and aepirlcal without 
loaiiig it® autonoaur* ®»t, as perry haa conceived and atructured 
his value theory, it not oidlf deaoltshaa the mtmmf of value 
diacourae hut aiao reduces It to a ieacriptive iiacourae by 


naitiag it a part of a natural or social aclence* 

iif ’? erf y iSlSWIea Mm Miti^ ' on tirje"' %u#at|cn“a'' ''i l»“v©ilia 

of ethical Judgeaeiil in xm* see ny diacuaaion of hia 
lfS€ poaltion# pp of the preaent worlu 


1 tevs ti’iod to allow in torogoing tliat p®rry ado,|it» 
tiw poreyt^.tiisl nodei with faspoot to both ths function and 
woiiiictttion oi ethical jnfigMent in both oi its fotta, 
specific othlcni j'hdtoraouta and general ethlciil 
©I* piiiwsipl©## Ihis approach| the adoption ©1* the porcepttsal 
ffiodelj hfiii itw repojrcuatioiii on his tiwery of ethical 
reasoning also* We hare already seen tl»t he identitiei 
• reasons* with « causes** She function of »rea8on»* in the 
case of any disagreeiaeiit in ralue matters is to resolve 
the disagreement, hesoltitlnn of value dlsagrweiaents is 
the oiM^ffect that •reaaons* as onuses function to achieve* 

The way valia» disagrewents are rr^solved are by linidLni 
confiictini iiitareat«| creating new ones, by eliminating 
some I &c by any other possible way which results in the 
reaolutiim ©f the disagreement , fimi reasons work as psychological 
ernmm to resolve disagreemeitt* fhay are made confinclng not 
by tltfii logics I force, for they do not have any, but 
by their psychological forca, by way of appeal to the 
interests of the disagreeing parties. That is to say, 
wiienever tiieru is a value disagreement, fmmm becesie 
factors in persuading the disagreeing parties to come to an 
agreement* The point ia that value 

diaagreanents are resolved not by logical argument but by 
psychological poreuasion mUfm 

Kow, in such a theory of ♦reasoniius* »o logic is involved. 
Value iudgements are factual etat««ents| reasons also are 
stated in tersMi of factual statements* The relati^ between 
value iudgements end the reasoM® is strictly factual iwt 
psychological I in»t loiiccl* retsoner is going from 



I*iCl44aX piopoiiit li^iis to fncttiftl propositioBa mMcIi may noif^fee 
!o a t-h oihir by ms Gf logic, 7M argmeftt is 
If It fiom tb) job/lnfaiiat, if it (^oes mt* 

Ii* tlu tfilk ot' Vftliaity and inwliaity in tte ca»e of 

?orry»a tlvmrs of ‘reasonii^* has m inaaning,^ 

It ®®a®t8 to sia that X a© not ha^a snich to aay on 
Poi'yi* tteory of »i*«a»oningf in valna mattara. Mia tslt ■ 
itrlctlf is pay cho logical not logical, it is of amch ns@ to 
saleaaon, propagandists, politicians, Imt of no intorost 
from iht l0ti«i®l point of vian, 

mtM» I hair© doait with 3»@j*jry»a doflnitieaa of ’falw, 

his thaoiy of otMcal ot talm® Jndgamcnt, and his thoory ©I 
othlcal valrif Icatiim, Eogarding tha firat y I Jmv® tried 
to slicw that perry la in utter co.nfmsion with rogard to the 
logical stfiitus of hia atost fondsmental atatwieiit «to be 
valuable is to be any object of any Interest* , Kogarding 
^9 t boa is is that Perry* a theory of ethical 
jniiement robs ethics of its amtoncmy by denying its peculiarity 
in being prescrietiee, Regarding the ..tMtd. , 1 haee attempted 
to show that perry adopts the perceptual aoiel of ethical 
feriflcttSon (he ciianged his portion to the Justificatory 
model in 1§S4) , end ti-at this model is absolutely inadeftiwkt® 
to meeting the needs ot ethlc®l ver if list ion, finally I 
inserted a few remarks on Perry*s tlwiory of ethieal reasoning 
and pointed ont that it la more an empirical »tv&s in the cause* 
effect ralaticms of rtsoleing ethical diaagreements rather tlwn 
* logically oriented theory of ethical retsi»iii|# : , 
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JWWKC's mmmit msmtihim 


1 pl*OpO#® 'to dSSCfUM %iKt I^OOOtlt J'olsil 

tfi® of otMcai mtwaiina. My oli4»®tiv# la thim ataiy i® 
fiot to docidio on th® diuoatioa whatimit aot yoisa 1®. 

aa •thlcal natwaiiot, bat to imiilya ttoa ^aaatu^ 
Mftatbar or not it la a aatiafaotory natarallatio atMcal 
tisaory fro* ttoa *atlio4oloiieal point of alai#* for ay 
llaltad imrpoaaat ^ fJ*®t im U m atiHeal natarallat 
It la aaoagli to Inilaata tnat for IiIa atMeal loasonoat 
can tie mmmlgmM thm tmtli aalisBo of trmtb ana falalty^ 
hmemmim it la onplrically varlfialiio ana tl»t factual 
raaaoiWf or tba propoaltloiia of aeloaotip can rotolao any 
iiaagramat in mlm aattara. In thla atnfty I aill a»ka 
apeelal naa of Panay* a tJlMmi of fainatiim Clt0f) aai 
^lioai for C<irtai«ty (19@§), tlxmgb I aMXl aiao 
oecaalonaily rafar to aona of Mm otlii^ i#fitlnaa'» 

Tbla diasitiir la ilalM into two parta* la %im firat 
party 1 laaao ontlHiaa Sawafvla theory of walna Jnl'inianl ani^ 
problaata ralatad to It, a •1*9 var If lability 9 ana tmtii ani 
falsity 9 ana also Ma theory of roaac^ii^ In walea satiKra 
with partlenlar refaraaea to falna iiaairaiifiiei^* In the 
aacom party X praaant a critical aia*lnatloii of Mm timiry 
of value JnAgancBt aa well m that valiai reaa<nilni* 

I baglii wltht Ma thaory of valne liiiganaait* 



Pmmy ai§tiagtti.»mM (•} « ’vslus f^^it m 

atmtmumt of tmtt&r of fact ojt faotnnl alatMont. m tHo 
sioid tlHOy tm mym tl»it luigeeioiita ttMm mm$ m 

clout mtmiBtie wttli faotmal IMgaeomi^s apclfioally 
(b) ‘witimhXXtty hy mpiJtiml mam^ hBwm 
•ssismtiility of valmoo* I tfill %imm 

two parts of Ms tinsorjF ssp«r«ts3l|« 


Cs} Tslns Jvigsooots mm mpixtmllf wsrSfisMOy s&i 

lioiiQo thay ma 6s trm m iclm» l^mmy hm$im by noting 

tim I3S« of tlia wofio •‘fslMOi:* %n6 *waXmtim* in oritnorf 

opo^, sog ftois tiist tM w«ir#i utm wMlli* mpSknynSt 

*tfi iosigtotts l»ot6 I^isiag, to tHi sooso of 

proMoos* ioor imm wsirtoos pthm nmatiy 
otMwsIoM oetmttoa, Itleo t^soprlog, ftsfordiog 
MgMfIt oM o^ststog to tfm aamm n£ pittfog 
o mlm opeii» ssotgolog irsloo 

In ptstxig, oepliiists falls won rnmotMm bmimg goftoito 

porsoiml jToforooeei^ wMeli Ms so ss|N>otiuil mnlSty esllod 

o^tloosJL* In mppemioiWt it 6siog so setiwitf of 

jrstiog^ so sot M iMpsi'iscsat is imolvog* lo it tim 

iotsllectosi sspoct is t| 3 >powost| tits ssaiii gswarsl «|iisiit|r 

»tMt is fooBi to «ostiMsts* ss gtitiiiiiiisly^ twm tM 

poraousl-wiiotioiisl soM iisto# 

tMfo is si spprstssl intoisiJ^ s mXkm 
m to bmttme m so to mo&o^ sotioo^ tliors is so 
oM to 6s rmctm&i tfm mpptmi»ol %» m vsittstioii 
of tM®^ witfe jrsspoct to ItitiJ* o^^tesMifeiiitjr 
or mom tiXmo 0m^ 


1 ) 


iMfSf* 4&m, 
of €meom rfossf 193®^ 


m 


work will feo isBotwl*!#* 

a> f?* t s« 


p 


W* m 


CMssgot tm isnwsitf 

rsforooBssi Ibis 


m 

o&sortai tlJ® iiordla • taliatiiii;* sisi 

ii0 loolm tor tli® o£ tite miHi 

*vfiltt&tio»*. FoTf it 1» Mm tbmia tliat it U »« fmtii® 

task to sssigB sigfiilicatioit to worm in isolation irm 

ob^mstm m iaaiintta***^ tbe job of sali^ tisaorlat 

is to conearn IHnsall vitli «tte ax.lstoiies anS dasortptlon 

of vaittstiraa**® This ttemiapf of f tuning ont tin i«sigaati» 

of •vslimt iim* is foanrajpgae hy notli^ tliat 

*tte iiords •caring* •caring for* aroj as ii»iias of 
■behtclimi' closely ©©meet eg sitfe •liking** ang that 
otri^r antstant tally e^miiralant sorgs aro viookiiig 
emt for or after* ^ *cl3®rishi«g« , ♦being gevotei to*, 
•attending to*, in tim memo of •tOndis^*, «'isiX}£stering 
to** •f^terifig* w woria tliat all saaii to be ^ 
wiaiits of »iw»t is referred to bjr *pri»iiig*»*® 

as •sslnitifn^ in one of its »mmm is tlie sraiie as •prising*, 

and as prisiiE^ is a b&imwifmrml attitiiSo, tte ioaignatm of 

•aaliMitioit* la t^ bstimwio&ol attitnie *prsaiiig« or 

• eariis^ !««?•♦ Tims, Besof imilfses , *«liaitioii» in terns of 

tlie beha^ionrei attittide of Rising or aarii^ for» 

©xclnSes totj;lly tlia affectlf® elasent fr« tiis account of 

f almation} and explains tliliigs in^ terns of tlie ccsmtlve 

only* Icnif, valimtion in t!m sense of prising ani aurisig for 

involves ltos'ir;teg« Us safst 

«BecaiHie valuations in tlm sense of prising mmS . 
earing for occur only whm it is necessiary to 
bring scmetliini into exist^see vliich is lacking, 
or to conserve in existence omotMog vMeli is 
ffionscea by outside valuation Involves 

ieslriag*»*7 

But desire is a fipicti<m of &mm given sltnatiem* It arises 
vitMn a certain apec^iliable enpirieal context* f ta» i^ignata 
of desire are tlmse sitnations, or as Beeey calls tlieei, 
existm:itlel contexta* is tltese contexts of desire are 


specif JUililfi aisd dapirieitlljr weriffsMsj im »%l» cceteist laii 
object of dlosircs sre se<i» to depotiid upoo tiie |i«jptie oi«y 
context ill wiiicb tti@ir lurlsej » ®»tt«r tlait $m twm 
upon tto sntiieoioiit »t«ta of botb pmmml aclfirlty »isi of 
sorxoiiBilltig coxiiittoi»« ani also «tbi effort, ^ 

boiBi ifoaatliiBg tliat tmm after ^aalra, fa aaon to be of . 

8 

tlss verjr osaeace of the iimofvaa is io«fr#», 

propoaitiom whXeh gim fjofomation aboat mtmtU^n arc 
poaaStda. *il!) 0 {i, bender, iosirea are soar, to arise onif 
liittiin cartain. axSato&tial coBtttcts tliofie in wMcli 

aeoa lacit proaaata tlia isMuiiate of an activa 

tiNMloiiejr} MBd whm tliair ar# aaan to fiHMtioa la rafaraaca 
to tbaaa -laistaxta fa aaeli a mg aa to aalm good tim miatii^ 
naat, tba roIati<m iiwire aoi aalnatioo i« fooaO to 

la ataeli aa latli to aali&a pmmXMlm aao to ratalra, atat«aiai^ $m 
aar if table propositioi^*^ 1» otliar aoria, vsloatSoitti can 
be atatei ia terse of aertf iabla pro{|pitioiia«. tlis potat 
mliieb t^mmf is Oriaia^ at is that vaii^tioos as babaaicmral 
attitoias ara factisil oceorraoeasi and tbe propositicBis 


wbicit ioscrll^ tiiosa mmrmm&m are aapiricallf irarif iabl® 

proposititfM* timsf ifoolo bo aerifiabla oa tba parceptijal 

m&Aml ^ vmtiitmttmrn la aafst 

«lt follcws tiiat mlmtXm in its oozmaotiw aitb 
Oasira is linbaS to a.JlstotitiaX sitiistic^ ai^ tlist 
it differs aitli differaocas im its axisti^isl 
«oi3text* Simsa its aiistaiM^ itapamds tmoit tba 
sitostioB, its ada^oMijf Sapwis mp^ its mS&ptmtXm 
to tlia nseds ant demamSs laiposai bf tlia sitmticsiu 
Sinca ilia sitmatioii is open to obsaraati<% and simsa 
tba coiiaa^maiicaa of of fort^babmaioar ms c^^atraai 
dotersiiiia tbs adaptati^^, tba al^nsaf of a flams 
d««ira mm ba statad in propositSoas* f be prap^itimns 
are aapabia of empiriaai tast baeansa tlia eoiMoatiom 
tbmt axists batoaen a fiaan dasira and t1&e^9ms&it%wm 
vitb mimtmmm to wMeb it fastetions are asat^teiaai 

ww T V T s: — immac 


xsrffTwTsae: 




e»9«%|e bfttiif atatabl® ana in %^xm of 

o»pSf irerifialilo propoaitfo&a, .{iroi»05iiioiia »hmt 

botli pmail$l@ sod osiiiricallf irarifiablo 


Sttcli |dro{»oi»iti«£ui mhmt or# -pfopoaiitiONRia 

alboiit fittttojTa i»f fact* lura 9siiaatic9n»|a:n|K»«itioiid 

oxdf in tilif a«ti 0 @ i» vMoB i^oiiositioaaa aimt potato## «r# 
potato#«»propiMiltifffliF*«^ fmy lur# not or mlm 

fifO{w#ltimi itt ttnp dintinetiir# »@mmm 'Mmm m it i# 

for Sowar*# «rfw«UQit to «ixm that »mh ps&pmitim^ 
Ahmt i^iiaition #r# po##iliI«| for^ if it i# #te¥n tliot 
siieli propoiitioo# al^oot mii^ntion mm mt posaiSI#, 

i# aonMr ittetiri to st^pmm timt Y#imtloo«>pfO'|so#itiois# 
in # distimtif# ummm mm oxist* 


To ##f tlsat fropcNKition# albomt irainttSoi^ mm Mttors 

of f«ot propoaition# S# to mmy tM% tim$ mrm propasitioo# 

mismt aotoftl mlmmtxm octsmmmm^ timg io not tmlm 

into mmrnt tte ooiiditioao #iss e{»ai®%iinioe## of mtml 

otsorvstl# iralnatiim&X toliftirioKr* Ulmti propoiition# 

ttboot vtluitioiid #r# K#s# in tena# of timitt emditX&m 

mm ooiw#<im#i}€##, th»t Is to ««r, wtm m too# ostsKtlsMI 

irslid ionorai pr&pmXttmm stout thm otssr^sti# wsimti^nA 

lioteirloiiry tton m»h proposition# toe^o oslootloo* 

i# 

pxoporttiiMW I® « f4#.|,iiietiiFf «@w#.* ' Sswof mtXtm$ 



im 

*»lf thia eondition mbmt 

vfilmttmm are mm im tarna g£ titair 
and i» 9«tlafl«d. tten narepoiltloiw 

alMmt vfiliwtIlHis tHat tato pl«®» h&mm 

thm anfedaet ©f ailimtim ta • iistiaetiv# 

mm0^ t^t iit « ©@fMi# tiait aarli© ttim ©ff heftb 
i^m j^&po»it%0m ©f pl^slea «ad ttm M»t©rlc8l 

f f0ac>iS.tl.<^.al>oiil wfmt ixmm h^tnm Imve Ui 
act a©©©*," 

TMs Is Pttsrsyla 8«e©©d sad llasl st^ la Ms S7gi»©iil« 
Vslastioa pror‘C»«ltl©iis la « aistlaetls© semi© «r@ passIMs* 
Sacn propositions nr© dlatlagaisM irm pr^osltloas ffeeat 
vsiastions la tiist taif srs sisds la toms ei timtr em&tttim 
sad ooassii'tttaoss sad tfesis tMy sr© ststsd ss vslli fioasrel 
profwisltloiis sliout vslastloasl. ItaMvIoar* la m 
sslastloii propiWiitlisBs srs vsllil saplrlasl. gsaftrsIli^liMSyi 
slwaat ©slisstlosiil. Iwlsarlaiir* It Is ©Iririouui tast iNaiag 
saplrissl gsasriAlistlemi Isssi ©a tlis setasi ©oearrsMss 
©f cilkSSfiMtM© ’^ImtloiSBl &sM^I©tir^ siaeli propt^ltloas sr« 
sapirlosiif v»lflsMS| sad ©sa t® ssid t© W tmm ©r fsis© 
la sitti tHair- sgrssesat ©r dlssi^ssasat vltli 

tha foots e©XMesni©d* 

It is Sttportsat st tais «ts|p to r^lad tlM »m»$m tUst 
bmmy is issiai tib# ©aprsasi©©© *s»Imt|g^* ia b&th its 
ijsssf ss * prisiag* sni m *sppraisla$« » s© tMit pfoposltiom 
©sprsssii^ liotfo prising sad spiafsisiai sr© vela© i^positii^.. 
propositions ©f prisiag^ dssiriag^ «te« sr« d iff ©rant fro© 
prop^|ti©i» ©f spprslslaiy tte lattor iniifig mtm propositions 
ia s distiaetis© sons©* flios© ©©1©® profositioas ©re soli 
to li© true ©r f«Is« toosus© of ttosir ©apiriesl iwiflsfeility* 
Wm^ B©ti©f ©islies tlist di8tiiiotiv«If mlmt%m psopositioas 
©d©scrit© ©ai 4«fia© eartsla tMags »» i© 0 i« fit, or proper 
in & 4©fimit« ©siUtsatioI rolstioa ©ni tMt tMs ©sistontisl 
rolfttioa is ttet ©I ««mi«©nis ©r i^as««©ama«aoi9r**^ 





IB BtlMf tlmm 

proposltloBs m%mt& t& Itmt anBlt m& aiiKslt nBaiui to »mh 

8Bi siiBh Mid® oi* Ba it natad tliat tlKe»« 

pTBpoaitimiii do not mf tlmt amh and mxM o«»dtiet to goody 

or timt oiasli and snoB ooni^t is iMdi tti&$ do aot fi^lno 

tim and* Vlait tBof do is Milf to st«to tBst stioli and laioli 

notions nili giiro risn to sneli and sodi ooBsoqnnnoMii .m tint 

snd stioli notiMis will mmbl® &m to rosiino mm 

sboB oBlMts wMoh sro f afHrdnd na nndn« f y c|ocrl.f y 

do ao^ nn; snftiiiiig mi tlm m not tBn 

of snoli snd snoli net ions mro gooif or nliottior 

or not tilt oBioot neMonod m s ronnit #i and. snoB 

notion in good or is nn nnd* flmf oBli' stnto tip rnintiMi 

BntsnnB osrtsin notionp nni tlioir' ’wMiM.m 

or Bstnonn^ oortnin noniis^ nnd tBs oMn wMoB tlpf MMBio m 

to rnniino* tlms Wmmf nnp^t* 

•f lisre is tmm- otnomiition of tip Qfd;oi«iO ' 

sttsia^ i» oeo^isoR nnd ooito'ont «ttB tlsi 
inioodoiSy sBO]i timt tlm oonpiirisoii tliroifs light 
ti^ii the sotmii fitnosn oi tBo tlilBpi onpiojNtd 
an nnmis* It tips nnltna possiBIn « Bsttnr 
indfonoBt in tip futnre nn to thoir iitnnnn nod 
Bsniiiliinss* tip Bnsis of smh oBnnrtwttMis 
enrtain aoins of eonSnot nrn ndindgnd silify 
iniiredoiity or Yaminoy. nni otlmr noinn of oMducdE 
nnrpiBIn« |pndnst« or ntnoy tin dineriAiontion 
boing nnan npMi taa Ipsis of tip nslMitjr of tlis 
ontlttotos rnsolpd niont tiP rninticoi' of tMnpi 
nn wiioin to tlm #nS or ooimt^iiniiens netnnlijr 
rnn©li«d***f 

InBosy te eonelodnst ^t^am i»n«.t distiBotiiroIf vnliptioii 
propositioBs in tlmir fonarniisnd fora m rant 
noinntifienll^ itarrwitnd m^irionl ^ofonitlom and ntn 


id) tty t 


’iMf ^ dliiiiL . 

mW§ ' P 


JbC# P wW# 




. m 


oapiibl.^ of baiiig tostoi hf of 

results setuolljr ottoiood «s eoopsrod with ttwmm 


tSUESLMt iraltiatlf»} proposittoiis m& of t«^ 
thm® wMcIt ore alaout setual valuotii^ ooei^’roucos tlioso 
wMoli ora a«d» in twm* of tMir sai 

Tile lottsir or# otaatiiSoredi lijr l^Of as diotifiotiaoli' i^luotioo 
ffopoaitii^* Botli tfpes, ^over, ate aaipir'ioallf 
v«rifialii«t aodl Hoaoo 'Oaa true m falso* . Im tli» mm 
tii lottt tliese t jrpesi, 'varif icutiim is iefiiieS m tDo 
poroeptual aodolt timt i» to ssf , proposition o£ both 
tHes# tjrpes are to be verified to bi trm or false t!ie 
aid of eepirieal obaervetioo of aetual valuatioiHil 
lieliaviotir^ i« prisiai is oeaiseeteil eitli e»ds^ and appraisHi 
is mmm^wA ml^h Kaaos^ m mtf also eali valuation propositi^os 
ludienoots of eofis^ load evaluative propositi^is Itiigineots 
of sieaua* 


So far, I liav® tri^ to state brief If »ei#ef»s nmptiom 
of valuation or pt'^isii^ propositions and shown tint tbof aro 
propositioiis: atiout tie aetwl valusticssial ie-iaviour*. ifn, 

I tmm tried to present iis ooaieeptifsi ni evaluative m 
apiraisii^ propositions, and said tint tisf are enpirieal 
gerteralisations iaaeii cm tie aotual mluational hshmlom 
and tmt tlx»f state tin existential relation of aeans to 
eonsequonceu or ends« iditi ri^ari to tie iiaans*oonse^usiieea 
or mms^wMs e»pirie:Hi gen^alisati^i^, l^mof wm wMs tliatf 
besides l»ei.ng enpirieal t<imeralisatiom about tie ^mrnmm 




em&mmmmB X’slatloit, tfmm mmlmtim cr »ppetiMng 
pp&pmitiom are Bmst «ort of «Jnii9#* or • conaitSoog* 

Mhleh rogolote om cootoet wkmn m noot to iotsjmiioo 
vliieii wigii^ vlli loai to wrMoli r«iPiit8 or oooooiiiOi%eoo* 
km m& mxmplm of m olomo&torjr mpptmUml Ho 

offors «fM« plot of iroon^ i* worth SOO 4oli»r® « front 
foot**# fhl* propooStioo i« d'iff^oot to- fora froi tm 
propCMiitioii, *lt ha® m frcmtsgo of 200 foot**# tli» fatter 
propoaition state® a mttm of i<^.eapl.ialiei' faot* fl» 
{»ro|>ositloii **TM® plot of iromid is worth 200 dollar® a 
ffioatt foot” states ”a r^e for dettsmliatioo an scot, to 
he perfotwii,. Sts ref ernii^ heSag to the fatare axid not 
to aewethSoi alreair soc^iapiieiiiNi or dose* If atatiii Sn 
the oootert $m wMeh a tar«»aaseasor operates^ St states a 
rasiflative ooi^StSoo for lewfS«i a tas apiSr#t ^oaer”#^^ 
Horeoiier., 

**f fataro act of state Ss not set forth as a 
pr-eiiotSoo of what wSH happen hat as aoaethSag 
which .fMil or slio^ia happsa* tima the proposStioKi 

»af fee said to laf down a aortty hat ^aors* an%st he 

oiiieratooi slapip Sn the sens® of a condSttoh to fee 
eohformo^ to in SefSoite £&tm pi fmter® aotSiag* 
that rules mm all hht oanipresent in seerj osale 
.of hwiaa folatiooaMp Ss too ohsioits to roiiiSra 
argisNiids* fhsf are is m wap ooofSrad to 
aotSeStles to whleh the ma® *«ciral< Ss i^pllsi* 
iSwarp reotprrent fora, of aotSvStpt im the arts ani 
pr'OfessSoiai develops miss as to the host my 
im whSoh to aotoaplish the ends So wirntm $mh 
roles are m»S as ersteria or •aoros* for .g» 

. IwigShg tim walme of proposed aoi^ of heharSoijr#” . 

It Ss ap^eot that appraisal ptoposSti^eai are m mmy differs 

things at the mmm tSae# thsf are ondcathtsdlf sapSrSeal 

generalSsiitS«sis# slso^ thep are mtlm m regalatSwo' 

ooniStSons whose r«fsrei»e is to the fwtnra aotSoa^ iw»t to 

sooethiiig already aoooaplishad or done# thsf are not 

predSotioos strSotlif for the^ do »ot mmy what will hmppmm^ 



oC mziBtmM® m» gmmstaX ptovemttimm 

tvX@ 0i m%lm %» tent it im tlw wirn^tm^ 

m Xic»t siseli miss wsr# e&pii&i® li#tw«8s 

%MMg 0 «« mmm mui otiior tMw^» m» wMeh 

r9l«tioi» mrm tlmm&lmm in mpikieimmllf me9rtmi.mA 

mw4 t««tna «xS«t#&t£ft3. Telatiom nueli «s »f-a nsmiif tninei 
ttio«« of ooiise m& offoet***^ 


Wrntwitimtmi&im •l-i tMOf mmmm to lio oofing tliot 

opproiofti propottitintti 93^0 mt wimlif idontiooi witb ori!!iwrp 

oopiriioil tim$ iiffnr in itam fir« tte 

•el«.ntifio |iropQNiiti€»ni npon oMoli tii»|' wmXm AMf tMm 

mmtmtm in tlie foot ttet appro iooi propoaitimaa 

are rmies ior tt» use &£ aeientif io gonaraliaaticmi m m»&m 

for acooiipliaMng eertain gas.ir3i aM intendai msia^ Ra mfm$ 

<^ip{jrslaala of ccmraea of aetloa aa bettor aM aotaa, 
Mora and i«Ma aaririo^bla^ ara aa eap^iMantailp 
loatifiad aa ara nobNvaXiuitiira propositione abHont 
lii|M»riionifil sabioet aattar «*« Ji^artboiaao^ propoaiticmi 
aMcii Isjr SoaM rule# for proeadarea m baiag fit and 
food, m iliatinet free tl«3«o that are ia^t ani bad^ 
nr a iff f brant in ttam free tlia aciantif ie ^epmttima 
upon abiclt timy raat* For timy ar# rmiea for the 
i»i«» in and hy ismm mcitlvity^ of aoiantifio 

J oMralieationa aa mmm f<^aoeoep3.iaMnf eartain 
asirad anS intoadof «ai##«8a 

f bat la to say, apprsiaai proptmitiona .are different f res 
ordinarf aoiantif ie fonaraiiiMitiona in tbat tbap ara isaad aa 
rniaa fcM^t or regniatiira eonsitioea of^ PLidiiif oondoet witli 
raapeot to tba anda iwtaaiad to b® raaliaeS* 




I will nw tTjf to outlln® Dowey*® eeaeeptioo ol tim 
appraisal propositions end prisini, 
pi'o'poeitions, laotli callod l»f hM to t»t iralnetion propoeitione^ 
th» t&m®T being iralt»tlen propositiom in a distinctiw 
•ofiso. Tills is t'i» iirst point of d If lorences . prising 
prof^itions era propositions elicait setters of footf 
wMls episreisal propositions ere mads in torus of tlm 
conditions mM corweqnencos «5f mlmti&ml isid 

it is this feet vliicli aistss tlm mlnetion propositions in 
s iistiMtise soaso* 

e soooni point of differ ones is tint eppreisal 
prii|K»itiom iOf sni prtsing proiwmitions do not^ stats 
tim OEistontisl roistion oosE»«<coi»fiiiiiiaj^s or 
ini. I it is tMs fact sbont nppr niseis :pro|ositions. wliicb selios 
thftn mpU'%ml geiiar«lisetioi» erriififeti et on tte fees is of 
valiifitioii propositioriSi in » iion*^istinctiiro sonso*, 

Botn sorts of proposition^ auro onpirieelljr 

serif iebiog ana can iso said to fe@ trns or fels®, of ©oars® 
on iiKE par«e;:ttial modal of irorificetioKi for tmtb end 
f 8 Isitf # 

ipert fron ttess points of slisilerit? and dissiniliiritp 
Imtwmn tim two sorts of porpositiom^ iron ^ewef^s poi^ of 
eiewy tte Host Importitfit relation tetwe^a tben is ttat« 
ea appraisals enter necessarilp into atrengtliei^i^y isioiiffifly|» 
elimimtingi and instituting mt |;^riain| attitisiee to 
tlninfSi appraisal propositions are necessarily pot for'tb 
in instif Scat ions of m$ priming propositions^ ©esoy 
does not eppoer to Isa® teltosd of tt» losicel relaticusliip 





mQ 


h&thimn ptopQ^ltitmm intf* 8 p;;ir«i»iil |» 3 P©|s©«itlcai» 

iB iettiil 1 » his wif'ititigs* lie lis^ hmm 

so«t cojucermd with is the relstion iit siesn# to onSs or 
that of taeaiis to -consi^Miieosi hoth of wMoh roiatimw 
81*'^ idsniicsX as far as Kowoif*^ ttesis goaii.* 1 %ril 2 .g 
tliorefoi‘' 5 > trj to iwolop this point tl»t appraisal 
ptopouillom ar« cltedt as rasaosi for or agaiiait prisiiig 
pa'opoaitioiss* % m not ccfflcetnai here with the <iBo»ti©n 
whathir m not siieh fmmm are snffieiaixt to 
pi'opositicm of prising* '^hat I m cmemam with la £owaf*a 
tiMsis that whaaovar. m i^vo a Ji^geaiaot ^ prising ^ wa io 
iallharata ah^t what lioans m ro^nir# to roalisa tint whtoh 
wa, priJMi ani that this goliharation oonsiats in pitting 
forth popoaitiona of appaisala of tim neam whicli will 
l«sg to tho raelisation of tte and in ti^stion* Sia^pposa^ 
for «a®pl#* that I pisa g. fl) % i« an aiia« p <l) 
is prise<^ bj meF is a propisition* low, if I 

assertad this pising poposition, X an also rotipirai to 
cite an appraisal proposition, or a sat of appraisal 


propositi one I which shoul’d atata that i^t X prisa jMi 
raalisabla, that is to ita?, tlisra are Imanlf posaihla 
mmm to raaliso J|* lot (B) Is a 0 mm to be an 
appaiaal proposition wiiieh -anwit h» assortoi if g la to bo 
roalisoi. If (2) is asaortofi In conjnnotion with <l>, then 
Cl) is said to tm Instifioif hut if C^) 1^ assortoS withotit 
C2), th^ (1) is nai^^in ^ hot Instifiai* It is also 
iisolf timt an appraisal proposition! or a sot of ap^aioal 


piopoaitions, nof 
i^oth the effort# 


ohow' that the ani to ha raalisoi to 

XNsfOf oofOf*. 






I 


mi 


««iid8 mm la th» Mmm in 

which tisiags •• mmm mrm weigM* Wt» axsiiBle, 

«a mm miaggmta Itaalf • Bat, tliliiga are 
«s mmm taeard tliat eaS, it is ttmm 
tBat It will taiia too tine m too great 
aa expaagitwe of enargjf to aehlave it, or tisat. 

If It Here attalsefi, it woal^ trlag wllfe it 
f^tala aewoniaayiag imooira|UL«aa«ae md tlie 
^owlae of fatare troatlee* It la tliea appraiaei 
aai relectai aa a *fe8i« eog**®* 

He aabataiitlatia tlie aaeertioa tBet ieXlboratioa mmiMm 

of appriiiaal propoelticaw ae followat* 

*1 aaraof of wliKt tegoa pli^e la mg ^ollBorato 
aotlvity provides aa afflmatlve afiaver to tiiia 
%aeatioa via«,*Bo ap^alaela effeet prixlagat* « 
for aluit la deilterailoa eaoept aeiglilag of mmimm 
alteraatlva isiairea (aaS teunmi rnm^wmlrnmy la 
teioa of tBa c^aiiitioas tlot are the neeae of tiiair 
ojBeeatloa, m& aMeii as iseaaa detemlat the 
ooiiae(|ii4H»eea aetiailif arrived att fimm eaa he 
m «oa|ro3. of tlie operatioa of fioreaoelag 
«oiaii^«moe» Caai Mmm of 

save la terae €»f eoadlttoea tliat operate aa the 
aetiaal ooaSltiooa of ttelr attalaaeat* Tlie 
propoaltiotai la wMch aap mhimt mSemtmA m m 
eiii«»la»vle» la atataBX# im explleltif stated) la 
oarraatei la last tlie degree to ehleli ezlatlxig 
mid it loos hole hmn rnnxm&wm aad api^aiaed la tlieir 
eapaoltf as mmmm th& mlm alternative to tMe 
atateaeat la that no delll»eratl<m visat soever oociB^a, 
&o endawInMViev are.fitfaei, Imt a parson mmlim 
dlreotlf apoa vlmtever lapilae bappeaa to preaMSt 

Itself" *24 


file general i&m of' tlia argisient In fiostlf leatiesi' c£ 
prising propoaitie^ vlll^l^ aa follewai« 

(1) g la prlsei, 

lecamaef il} g M» anoli and a%ioli coiM^iieiieeai apd 
CB) g $M realisable istnder aneli and aneli 


crniitirnm^ 

(0 Cl) 1 lea ia t o cmmmmmm Ogv ***» % I 

( 2 ) 1 la rWllsable tinder oonditlima 

(3) tlmrefore, g is prised, or la an eni, or la fiii* 






s^' tt, r^* 


Tills is wh»t ssstts to Mf niod tii« hosbIii^ of fow«f*s 
•sssTtlon tint ttiiprsisal propoaltiofts ostor oseosssril^ 
iBto tin imtHicstlon of sn^ prisijsg sii^opoolticn* 

Mm M9m sma tint mXm IMgsoonts^ oeeor^iis^ to 
Bmwms** mrn oltiisr immtml as In tho 

caso ^ mlm ptQpmtttmm of prlsii^l m at liosty 
anpirlmX sainralisatiiaNiy as im tin tnaa of WBlwm 
p3tepoMi.ti.mm of appralaiii^s* lo. iotit tin tinjr 

1‘analo oisfSrIoallf varfflsiXo asmirtifiais, aiseli ttet tintf 
mm Pm mM to faa trm or imlm MepmMmi ttelir 
agraoMOiit or iiaagraasioot with foots of ota«rvabX# 
wmtmtieml tmlmwimPtm It ieilmtm tint uliooas'or them 
im a 4lla«^ttoo«ot ift mXoa tMt ilsagroaMit 

is of tlm mmm 3togioal ordtor as aof ilsair^mmoot aINmt 
faotmX eattorsy &mh that all valo^ iiaagraoeioiita mst 
ba saiii to Oa Oaeldaiila on tin basis of foots of 
ol>sor¥ati«3ii« 

aisot Powef Iniis tint staadarSa of oalos^ or priiBe'IfXoSt. 
or rmloa of saltia tmm too loiioal itrofi^tldSf fX) tiiof aro 
. testatia lifpotinsoa vhleii ara sifbloot tm alt^mti^l aodl 
tteroforo, too (2) thajr mm mt f |jiaX« itsoa anf 

ilsairoaisoBt iritli rospoet to saloo staoiaris m prtoeipXos 
m tulost mm im aXwafS raaif to pit tiaaso priooltXiis to 
tin test of aaiptrical vorifisatioo* If tin faets of 
otsaraafel® wmlmtieml boliasiour wmiif om tin tso . 
€Oi€lioit»t prinelpiaa, tin pstimiplm so aariftoi %m aoooptai 
to to tnsa aoi tin priaolplo falaif lai is fo|o«t«d hp tha 
ooittoodim oartios. tin ooist is that ai^ Sisaif'oaMOfst im 



wm 


mlm mtUTB in mcUmbU wlmllf bjr «jf 

to siiw\ia#t* 4e«oriiOi to mlmttm& Br% ^hmemhlm 

tewen l>dliftiriour» tliaroforii, pro|»o»Stioim altout vsImBticsi 
bohfivicnir ore po»oil^«« Smih propoilttoss are aiip>irlei|.lf 
verlXial^IairaiHi tINif oa» hB mi^ to h& trm f alaa* 

firo{)ositi<»»i eowtat ot tins set of prising propoaltl^M* 
f liore is another set of propositlonsy proposltloss of 
appraisal of msbs to oafs aessa to ooasiK|isis»efls« sMoh 
proix»sitioi!Hi are ealoatloii proposltlm la. a (Siatlaotlva 
aaiiaa« fhasa propoaltlons» heiag eapifieal 
are verif laKiSf sai thaj mm he »bM to he traa am false, 
mm the pereeptoal soial of emif loatloiii timtii am falsit;f« 
the fmastioa of these propoaitioiia la to sere# as rmles 
for ealostioiiaX heliasicmr., or as momm m .orlterls for 

imgifig hteeioiyr' m good or hatl* 

Bmmf has not said oa the lofleal .felatloii hstseea 
pflslii^ pxo'positicsis am apj^aisal proposltiomi* lot, ^ 
lihea sa trjr to d«f Ibb this relatioaslilp. It torita out to he 
the relstioa of 4iistlfleatlon» fmt Is to sap, it ttriis 
omt to hi the oaae that appraisal propositions are eitaS 
as reasoas ia |mstif ioatioo of prisim p^opoattiooa.* 

hSM#f*s theory of saiot«disagr«®BSOt lolloits fros his 
eonci^tioia of tiia logical statiai of salne pr<«i©sitloBs of 
both prising am appraisal tfpes* as. hoth prising and 
appraisal propositiiaas are i«piri«allf irarlf iable hf 
ohserfatifsi of hKoan taliaitioiasJl hudia’^lflor, sslis^p41siisriwamims 



wliollf m ttm fesala of fact*, timt U t© 

by jiwoly aolaiitJfiCi .wpJjrlcal, llsgorlptiira aaaertiooa of 
nattora of faot* 

thMimt iollmta I ahaif of for aoiwi erltioai roearin 
of Ma tboor^ of valoo in Itm variooa aapaota m iiooisaai 
aboiro* 

liat f Ufat all, iuiliii an attaopt to gl'f# oobereoeo 
to D'Owojr-^a t!iiH 9 if|r of vsltiatioii bjr aabiag ooa of tba m^oat 
fiaii^aBaiitaf mimtl&m for axg iraioa tJaNiirjrf aceordiog 

to tba tbaorjr %m ^oaatSoa, ia tim eritariim of aaloaf* I aap^ 
an wmmm to tiiia <|iaiaatioa will giwa mimrmmm to Bowoff# 
tbaorp of waloa* I aaf tiiia for two giffaroot roaaoiaai 
quOy Ctitia if oottiodolf^ical)^ if 1 oam looaio &aiiof*a 
oritari«wi of' v&lo@ timm. I earn rs<oi»tjroot Ms mlm tliaoffy 
particular If y Ms tbaorias M roa^oMog aiig Jiistifiestioa 
in waloo laattasrsf bocaoio oa tbesa topics y v^boa 1 raaS Hawof 
I 4o not gat a fnll«laagtli iiseiiasioay ang Ma xaiiarks oo 
ttioa at tbair boat are sketch# fwo ^CtMs la a raaaon of 
criticiwly it »&m» to ftc tMt Pavaf baa aasmai a 
criterion of walua tbronibotit bla valma tbaorfy but nowtiaro 
baa M fomnlatoi or atatai it axplicitlf * tba raanlt of 
this has b«on that it bai^Maa# iopoMiibla to b« ccawincai of 
hcnf appreiaai propoaiticsnsK which on hatiiof^s thaiirf arc no 
«ore than walia anpirical goMraliaatii^i atatihi otilf tha 
axiataiitial relation bctwoan m@mB m&i mmi» or mmam and 
c<nw«|iiaiicaa« can fimeticai aa mlaa or principlaa for 
gniOing conOncty or imi criterion of waloay of ®oog aai 
bi^ eiaaiiMst# 


Wh«r« Cim we 3Leeete the cariteriou dt ifel,tw9? file eo«t 
netiirel ^lace f«ir iecettug ft wmM i» the priJiiag prepoefttloii# 
luigenenls of enie« fliSe eiigs«et£e% hemmetr^ mmt he 
r94.««teg* la tte .lirAfe 'i^iMee, thee® frepeeitieiie ®f' gyrieiiii:* 
ere <3i^eriptive|, feetieiiy fropoettioas wMcIi are Seeeripllir# 
oi eetael eheereehle mlmtimtH ■ hetiewtowr* 4sii.g 
th«f ere net eelise propetitti^ in a iietiisetlwe eec^e* la 
eeeong pleee, prisi'ag pr&pmiti&m timmmlvm ere 
re^eetei eii^ eeceptei ea tlm streagtli of proiioeltimis of 
eaether eerti cellei ej^isreietl pr<e^pmiti0m &e JaiSgeeeate 
of awiiHi* HeaeWf far thee® two rmsm& we emmmt eeeert 
thet it ie the Jaifeneats of eais or the prieiag profioeitioae 
wMeii ere or eea he the eriterie of velae*. 

the mly other foeeShle 9 lei^ for looetlr^ tl» orStiriise 

f: 

of Wi^loft ie Afiirfiisel propoettloaa or tte fodgeneeta of 
oeeiie* It ffief Ikiok iMrepoeteroiie on oi* fart to eoggcNit 
thle poseihilitf tint proptaitioiie of epprsieel he 

the enter ie of mlm<i hat let «o e^Mer this iiossihliit^ 
eerioaely* there ere reesoiw f€»r this* 7 he aost laporteat 
Tmmmn heiag, Dewojf*# owa easertioa that it ie thoee 
eppxaisel propoeitioos whieli faaetioft ns rales or priaotples 
for gaidiag eoaOacti^ m ee oriterie of good end hei ooia:l^^« 
iotfy osa thee® epprsiesi propositioae seriNi «e 
ciriterift of welae? On the £mm of it, it wmli mm that 
thof emmtrn f he| oeanot fanotion »e eriterie of wmlm^ 
for the elJiple reason thet, althoagh Sowojr mm 
SOf tiief ere ospirioei fenoralisetloas^* f hof oaff f^Miste 
eaS state the generslised relstioa hetweoa whet tMapi will 
have wli*t ooBse^ooBces* f hejr issa# etete e oc^JOBotioa of 



I 


tm SiM «i3wsfe is miisstiis oi* 

proaBcilile m&mt sixeli sndt »mh e^yngitioiift, am tlwt 
mxh m6 SUCH eofiss^maaces folXim i^ti tUs prednetiim <if 
tlM» raiiult* timt is to ssf, tUsf stst® tim r^lstion of 
am»m to eonsoqi^ocos in toms of tm ei^itioos aoi 
mmmwmmm mi &m vslostfoiiAl bolisvioiir*. CiosiPlf as 
sapiriesi gomrsXisstioiis ststiag oi^f tt» hmtmm 

mrnm «M ootuoqoenoos, tlioso' propositioas of spiiraiasl aro 
not vsitii pfoposltioiis* fm Imm oaa tmf tm ssia to hm 
tint ofitoJPis of mloo. 


X«t^ mjm ttast pcmpm^timm mi apprsissl are 

irsitaw profositicHoo in a iSistiooti^o somo* Pmst m giv« 
mm wmmsmm fojr tlii« oljiliif in His naia otMeai writ iopt, 
I Mm mt i&tmd mf stated sillier @ expiioitlx* lowseei*. 

"I 

M iota mtim at a tm pisees tte siaimer in wMeii mpppmimmX 


pt&pmttlem memamil^ eotor ioto our appraisal of aais« 
I will polite am a4.a»ple gtmn liiiat 


«eoda are appraiaed ia tte aaee ofalaatioo in wliiali 
tMiiga as mrnm are wrnigMdm For asaaple. an and 
u^'g&ata itself. Botp wliat things are walglxid as 
atmm toward that andl, it is found that it will 
tabe too inieh tine or too graat an axpiw^iitnra 
of anergp to aoMara it, or that, if it \mem 
attained, it would bring with it aartain aoeaii»aiiFi% 
inoonwenleiiotts and tlia promisa of fidhara trtmbla* ^ 
It is then appreiaed! and rejactad as a abad* ertf*/® - 


that is to »»fp an and suggaats itself.* It is aoeapted m an 
nr inn Ii£|t* f han^ it is appraised in terns of its mmta 
and mmammmmrn. than, if both its easts and eonaa^iisnseas 
are aceaptable, the find is ieeltf ei to be aeeaptable as an 
«ni« Consider a concrete eacwpleg John desires j|« fM fact 


m) ffy 9 




tl»t Joim 99tm la « p^mmsa ©f m 

tim quaiitloB wtmttm or aot ena fen takoa to b» ©a aaS* 
xtn© i^ill»or«tlon cctiasist© la fonnal&tiiig ©oA atatiag 
appralnail 9 rop<^itloa 8 la t^ras of tlio oomSitloiiSf 
oooto aad €i»i»e^i}on«es of j|« If tli® SoliINrctloa or 
appr©io«3L roirools tliat ttie coots «ad coasoeiaoiieiis of doing 
or prodaeiag j| aro «iccopt«ti#|. t!i^ ^ la doclorod to to 
ttccoptotla or Aooirotio os itii «ni« Eaeosffibdr tlmt tim fact of 
Joim*s doalring j| Aooa not tf liaolf aaiio ^ doslralilo or 
aa oaA« Mliat aaliiia Aoalratlo or m mi0 is Its »pprniml 
la tama of Ita coata wmi S wt%l olmcliato 

tto ftiraao *^ap{itralaa3l ia toma of coal mi 
praaoiitlf • XMa pliraao loolut to to iimoceiiti^ iraXiiia* 
aontralf tat .la fact it la mt* For^ apprslsaX Ifi toms id 
coats and coaaaKia^mcaa Is aot acrcXf a factual statwaat| 
iai lest lag ttat so m&zh coat ar4 soca ar4 aiiisli 

coma'%wac@a* ll It a@ra a factiiaX atatuseat..|( It eoi^i 
not glw t» a critorion to docMe tba doslra&llltf of ^ 
in rea«:;oct of coats and cortaoqtaaaeoa alKmt m hmm 

so lot bared to ioxilmrat®* Baty it la aaaartod to^ 

gito tta a or Iter IM of daelialilXlty of tisa aaXtsa ei j* 

It glees m a eriterloo of dacldatlXltf of ealiao Ms tceaiiatt 
tMa i^aao «appraiaaX In tents mi coata and 
ineoXeaa a eoft|mtloin of tao atatoMtst Qift tMt sk hm 
so Kiclt coats aai aa^li and sitclt eonaa<iiPiicas« Mfid .turn timt 
timm coats and c<ma%ti«ficoa ttaisaXm are daslraBXa and 
ai%aftaltXa» iltlmot tim smmi cootlnnct^ ailf gliralaal 
fropoaltlons could not aareo as criteria of tte 

ealno of j| as Mmixmhlm or an and-*: 



Thu point tiist I MS IrlirlJai; «t U tb&t UflifOf*# ftfpruiMil 
lU'oiKioltlcais MO not mm mspUtml tim$ 

ivmstXm m» thm eiritox'lo of %im wmlm oiH/ boootwo tim 
mlm taitmim In tima is liiAien tmm tito vloir. 
opprolsatl i>ropo»itlMi, in foet^ is sqniirslont to « 
of tiio following ti#o p^mpo&ittmm-frn 

im} infoivos tlisso oosts (or ooitiditions) sn^ 
eonsoqnoBoosi j|b| 

m fjbsso ousts Cor oon^itions) aaS ooiisoiiwneos «fo 

or iosirsiio m wrn&m 

Dovojr SOSOS to fivo tlss iMprossion tlmt opprsissl propositions 
sro onlir ionsrsiissd of tim sunlit ions snS 

of suf sngiostoS m&m if %M.& oor# tls* 

esao.:| sfprsissi pmfmttimm conii not im mlm prop^itions 
St slit wins j^opositiom in a diatinetiiro mwmm 

Wimt atsiss %imm liropositiona or asta propositions in 

• iistimtivo sonso is tl» oonl'imc^ (l%t nMeli TSm»$ teas 
not mm to nslsn saepiioit« ^ ^ * 

mn$vmt%m of (s) ani^ (» tisit m mm mm sppraissi 
propositions as oritoria of iatMnInIng tlit vaima of anftMof* 

Lot «# constmot a fmlif<Mirsoaoi*i^ sfeowini 

how wo aacia<$ tho waim of anjr ai^gostad or nf.lna facia 
mioA^, Itm argnmont niii tate tim followini forsf ttm %tiostipa 
to im ^cidiK! is whsthar or -not 3^ has mlm for Jote., or* la 
dasirahla or an onSf* 

(1) John goslros j 

(a) X f» raalisohia loSer cosditiosa Cjl, 

(3) has conaaqnancaa Oj^t ®gt ♦•*# % 

(1) Both ths oonaiticf^ ai^ mmmmmmrn (si MSnsB in 
(2) anl (3) ahoao} arc ^airahis or ace^tahlo 



(5) TJiarefor®! ^ ia oi" teeeptabl© aa an an®, 

(1) la a or M.lB.a .|jsel9 aofi, (B) m mpprmiaml 

propoaitloa, (S) aaotlsar appraiaal propoaltloa, f4) tim 
exitrtrloa of iraliw, mi CS> tiia 4a€lal<!m @f 
Dawajf 4o®s act spoelf jf #Iist fciada of ooEiSitloiia aiii 
oommv0»m wouM b® toittoi dosJOrablo or accoptablo. 

I aoiipoft® that lit wouW «oc@pt smm sort of utitltmiMn 
eritarion# yitliofut spocifvlisg tt» islis?a ctf coaaitlooa 
fU‘4 eomoquaticoa wMeh mto a tMng doalralil®, I propoa* 
to fonmlata ei^ltoi'^loa of mlm m follcafat 

If ttii eoaSltloiia and coxisoqi^iiooa {m analysis of 
ifMoti liaa boon mrlroi at) of »mo%M.&g 

or acM aotloB ar® ioslralila or aeceptsbl®, tteia 
ttet tfet*^ or action is goo^ or ioslrablo or 
accoptablo as an oiii« 

1 will ti«c0fortb call this ttis flTiit ©r tte most foni^istal 
priKcipi® of £owoy*a tlwei'y of iralii®, Audi aiy cl«ia Is tliat 
'wlttowt this prtncipla St is Sffiposstble to 

gS« coter^m® to r®w®y*« theory ©f irilw* By nay of 
reasons to anbatantiste tliSe elai« 3 nSll mm sttiMpt 
to Bim hm wSthoiit it l am at a loss t© lusdarstaoi 
B«%fsy and Iiom with It I can giro an InlclilgSbl© ©rgaitisatlon 
to Ms theory* I #113 later show tliat| whtxi this fnndaaiotilal 
|irSnci|i3© tsf Ms tliaory is eada hmth Ms thsiory of 

fttMcal Itiigwant and etMcaX Scat ion on the poreoptisil 
iBodol can bo wholly challoiigsd* 

ConsMor ti’io problftB of dseldabillty of walisi wfeon ' 
thara is iiisgresosnt, for instaiico, bstwosn tiH» f«fsoiui, 
Join and 3iltli« f)»a mm^Um t© b# snmrad Is wlwthsr m 



umlttf confiltloRf C^, Cgi ♦••t C2) ^ !»» 

€mm^mnm&s %• ©nljr, aaf,. 

€©i»«qiM®«iaa e^i, c^,, aue Cg ©if j^ fiasiraljle, asw it ia 
tha®® e€ms®t|«a@iic®® ILat fflafaa ^ Smith* or* tlis 

cotitrai':^, agfe»iii|, ao tns &* tl» Ci> 

aaS C2) stfttenonta ara cojccai-ine#. , tonias ti»t jjj ia i®®ljr«lil« 
fcscfa*®© th® . co»®t'^i)iQac«« Cg, c^* ang ©g ai^a jwt i®jilrafelii» 
f hii point is that ®vm thmgh Mtoth John af»0 atith maj u&tm 
on (1) »M C2)| thaj «®f dlsagr©# on the tueation of the 
vftlua of Jl# the raason foi* this diaagreemont i* that* 


I 








W •• for I'lmr mim 

tfittioiit cpaeifjrini f&tff point ©f irlow^ tfea di^acriptlve, 
fftiitmo&tv rtmain ii^ifforoat, niHiral to fo«r 
otMenl |iiiiea@iit« Tb»« im to ««;, th» omm •«% of 
faotuoi ststoiioiits can tm oitm^ «s roooons for or 
ai^ iralaii Jisii^toant. mr polot^ fa tlMit oi^f a 
of Cl) ca) alofis ia not aiiffScioat, tHoogli ft «»a% 
l>o «lt.adl|^ to roaolao tibo- m tlia ^isoatioo of 

tfew aalmo oi In oNMr to bo alif o to wmolm tim 
itaafraoaioi^ foa Mtat Ci) to oc«i|iiiiotioo attli (1) ao§ 

Ca)« AMiotf^ tiiat iMitfe tlio oon&itinm aai tlm oommmm-m 
Caa opmUM) ara tSmmelmm ioatralilo* foi, tlita fa) 

■not ba aaeaptai or aolMiaribod to %f both f oin sntth* 

It to than mo6 than o^hla that on tl»i! mim 

©f n ootil*! be rationally reaolrai* 

I hops ttet by this <li#ciiaaion 1 ha'^a shonn hot# Inpsrtant 
a^i3M§ moommstf it is for asoy value theory to Imva a fir at 
Itrincipla of value vhieh apalla ont the apaoifto valoa 
point of viaif* smh a foManaatal frinoigla fonottoibi to 
relate or oonnaot aa raaaona or aaaloilata tartain valio 
nantr&l f aetisal atateoante to the elaaa of roMOMi for or 
againat any value |oftgaiiaiKt« Ciivini tha fniblaaiaBtal iwloi 
fTineipla ani the ordinary rmlaa of l^iOf raasosa for «aif 
athloal lod&iiMkiit ar# ptmMoA.^ tha atmotnra of atMoal 
instSfloatioo axhibitaa^ aas any toaationa of iiai^attaast 

,f 

tm the valta of any thixi« or any notion iaoii«l witMM 
the atliieal fram^ort of the finSanantal iiriti«t|a.a of 
n*^ fivtiB thiopy of valna* 



in tills snetion ms tin* nsxt I U> dssl ultis 

two qmBttmst I®, *JDo«# mwoy's tteory of wslwi ccMit 
wlmt Moor® oslls tHa mturitilstte f allse^?* mA Jjgi, 

•B©«# 1» loglcsllj^ •ooflit* or iralns fro* 

•is* or fuctiisl Both tte er® 

Ijatojrwiisjwotoi* fiowowsr, lot m camSim tte fUrst 
qmostion first* 


JPNMsif aewlioro wslmo is tonss of itosiro, or 

intorostf m Borrf^ fcr oxasplo, A&m» Bo,. Isowoost, does 
eossoet doslro to wslos, Ist 4oos sot oitioto tlio tiio* 
ikt is St fifist psi'iis to rojoet tBs tossis ttst 
tS^s is as ttstisetios totwoim iosir# ssa imlao* Ho ssfs 
.is critieim of tlio «sipir|.i$sl tteoriiNB of tor 

BMrrf*s ^looTf of vulsog tlist thsif seoit to ottespo fros tHo 
iofoots of trassoasaor&ol st»solmtias sotting mp ss 


mXmm oslofsostsi Imt this osoopo 

»is not to hs Mi bp sotting up m sslnos on^opsoiiEts 
that teppos Imt iodMIiiiisg osloo Iff 

onjopiosts which sro tho ocmsoiiEwaieos of istolligist 
sctios* Hithont ths istorvoiitioii of thotiiiit, 
osJopiioKts sro sot sslmss hot problosstic goofis, 
hocoetisg oslmos whom thop roisaao is a shsigol 
fora txm istolligost hohsoioiir* fhs ffaiS.istosl«l 
trcmlil® with tte csrrost ospirioiiX thoorp -of wadLsis 
i» that it ttsrolp forsslstos sal Jsstifios tho 
soeisllp provsillsi habit of rogsriing osJopaMSls 
ss thap sro setissllp ss^ariesaiS ss vsloos i» saS 
of thMsolvos* It ^aplotolp sMostOfS thi ^ssstics 
of rogslstioii of thoas ^opaexits», m 

Howap roecsHsoiid# ths ofsrs^iisisl approach to tls» i^^ohloi 

of isfisisg oaliift« fhs oporatiossl approach rwitros m 

•that wo rogari oar ilroot asi i^igisal os^ariosos ^ thii^ 

liM asi shlopaS as oslp possihilitiss of wslsMe to ^ 


Bales B Ceapaifc l9Bt: 
the worh will Is Amm 


U 




Is 




thtSf IWM Ji 

SPr ^Kk 


rofsTMieosi 





»ctilaip*«l! I that INtoom## « 'taltj® ifj3»aet w® iiattcirvar 

t&e relatSofi 119011 niiieU its prasaiies Sspsinds* osusil 
•M operstiiisisl 4 l#f tuition givss mUf s eonesptiim ^ » 


mt a vsliis itsslf « lot mlilisstioii td tlis 


eo&eaptioii in sotion resisults in m ot>iset mc&im 

mM significant vslns*#®^ 


Hsving eriticisod cnpii^icsl tlisorins of mlm m& atini 
spscif ted Mb spiimscli to tM of d^inix^ vsimo, 

Povsf iifforsntiatos nstuson th» en|ojrod sol tin® e.xyo 3 r«l»io, 
tlm 4aESirci sai tte iosUrsnio, tn» sstisff ing Mii tlift 
BBttaimtmfrn ^o ant tint sos^tnini is oniofwS is to nste 
s ststosMt slnmt s fact, sowstMng aitoi^f in oxistoni^l 
it Is not to Inigo %im mlm of timl tm%m flmro is no 
iif fisroneo netifoon stjcli s propositimst ans ono wM&U mfB 
tlmt scnotMii^ is snoot or roi or blsoli.* It is Inst 

ctstrroct or incorroet ani tlist is tl» oinl of tlso 
Bnt to call an ol»|«ct m nsliio is to assort tJ»t it 
satisf iod or fiilf ills cortain coniiticsis* fmiction asd 
ststns in neNtting coniitiesis is a ifftoront nsttor ffOR' 
hm® OEistoneo,. tlm fact ttet stsmtMe^ is ^irai cntitf 
raiaos t!ato ^nostimi of ita iosirsliilitjri it ^oosnot 
sottio it**^ 

f feks mmm is .tfno of ttn iistinetimi totnomi *satiaffing« 
ani • sstisf actoTf « « fo asf tlwt rantHing satlafioa is to 
rsport sMotliing as an isolatoi fixii^itjr* to asastt tlist 
it is satisfactory is to iof too it in its msA 




Mm Bmmy §oMa mg 

"£im 3Mt$MiMetim in m tMn^ my im M warming^ 

M Mvesmm to Imi cm ttia looii. cmt xoi* nmmsgimnom* 

To 4oclftr« Mmathing rnmti^Metmy is to ii»a«3rt 
tJbftt it mmt» 8|i#eifi«lijl@ eoaiitiooo SHat it 
i« •fttisfjring is tTm contoiit oi » fropositi^ 
of foot I tiuit it is imtisfsetojr is « Jsdfsnoidt. 
an sstlAsto, sn s^pfsissl* It asootos so sttitoio 
to tstesA, tost of striving to i^notiasto sod 
to iwilts s«eiir«»*3D 

f liBS| t)is sotstsais of Smi@y*M tliesis rogsrcfing tim lisfi&itioa 
of vftit» is tliiss to ssf timt MnmtMng is » mlm or Is 
vsXi&sbls or good is to smy that (X) timt thing is ymlimblm 
mdmr mmitinm %f jsg also (2) tUst it imm 

nmmmwmm «|^t m»m$ %• tlist is to ssf , to sssc^ 
tiist scMStMiig is s vsios is to assort s nm^metim of 
totJt Ci| And cm* X ssst to ssf mm timt titis is not s 
isf isiticm of tUs conesft ssioft* If tlis c^msft of mlim 
m ioodssss is disti^aisliod fr^ s ssi'os or s vslialils 
tliiiig or s good tMt^i them w^t Bosof is tsUElag of is 
sixiot thn vslushl# tMi% or m ssIiiS'y not mhemt ttm nmeMi§t 
of sslns« this is my first point. ^ 


My »mmm. poird; is that «vsn if t'iiis^ isf inition is 
rogardsd as a dstinitiois of ttia valoahlo thinff tiks iafiniti^ 
is inoonplots* it mXy amya that small and' mat a thiag . 

is rsalisalils mndar awet mid smoh minilitliins and that it haa 
smeh and small eoms^mness* so know that to my that 

sosi«tMx« has oortain ooniitioM and omrtain SMmmwiiesa 
is not to sajr that it is sa:lmshls«^ My foiMI .is that sMIs 
it is trms thst all thi^s wMtih sra mlmUa hmm osrtafn 


30) QCf yp 3iO»3I« 
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ms 

eonditiistui AmS cArtAiit coiis#'i'ii@iieASy tliii eenaifwesm in not 
troM tlwt All tlijUis* itM«li Mve etmUimm M 

eGmmmmm ata vAinAblA of gooS. iiiit is laeldltss m 
Doifef*A dAfinitioa of tl)a vali 2 A%»}.« is tlmt be ^a 

not AAjr tlMt ttiAAA «oiiilitii»iA AMi tlB eoAAeq'iiexie^i of tbe 
tMiig wbicb lA jaifiS to be gooi or v^tilAAlsIe ere tteiAeliNiA 
vaioaMe or to pet it Slffere^lfi to his 

of tbe vaXoAble tMog, IHnroy sost Aeaert a e^lwetiofi of 
ttree itAteneotAi (1} tim tMxtg toMsh is ivAssg^ to be 
vaIimMo) bOA smhswA eoeli ooaistioisa end oovte^ C2> it 
1ms enoli And ssmh <»iiiAe<ii»meeA 0 Aod C@) ibt ooetAy. em&itimS f 
AOd til* o^saetiiAxioMi thmmmtwms era wmtmhlm or good* Is 
otliAr wordAy Ii» anet OAAort Abet l im^e oeilei tlio aioet 
fii»i.a»eiitAl pr'iooipX* of Ms tbec^y of veioeilio hAA iispXioitlf 
AAnaMid it* 

loir, if im does mt €o tbis, tbst is^ atmiio tMm tbtrd 
eoA^i^t A port of bis defioitioo M tbe oaiiuible' tMr^l 
tie does in effect coiBBiit tlie OAtorsllAtio fAllAOjr by 
Ifiootifylilg tlia concept of goodnesA or AAiii® wltb tb* 
oaturalietic obArAeteristie of <bAvixig oerteio ccmditioiMi 
AOi i^rtaio eo»A«<%iiiiic«A* * For, tbe iwIoAbie tbii^., on 

bis def initioBty^ is ootblbg but tbe thing bAvisg certAto 
conditione aM eertAUi t^Oie^neoeiNi* la otIiAr iiordAg tbi 
differentiA of say VAiasliie tliiag is the nAtarsI nimsMsFistim 
of «bAiriag oertAin oonditionA sad osrtAia otaai^aiaieeA* « 

XbAt is to A#y, «w^iw«»=df, *bsiriag o^teia oonditiw oai 
certain coaseqaeacei* * Cleariy^ to defiae tbe coae^t M 
▼Aloe ia teras of tbe aAtoral cbtrscteriAtic of beviag 

certAia coniitloaA and certala coi»e<m»tcea i* to IMHif 

U 



witu th® mtvjtBi chiir®ct®ri»tjLai* i®nc®, 1 l®i t® 
comhMm ttot Ii®w®y 1am coawltttti tue mtm^uU&tle fsliacf, 

B® c®a mold tM.9 fellecy only by ii®ldii« ©xplleit ttm 
l«plicitly ftaatn®i fiwdeiiQBtal prineipl® ©f Ms ©f 

Ccmslil©i' til® ^usstieiiy *l^s logically iariire m 

ir»lm ivagmmat fxm m fsctusl et m set ©£ ^smJb 

stataftSAtst* lartier I iis^# tMeS te sIicm tMt tstloi. 

of t'4o tyiies of mlmtim propositioosy tbose of tim prising 
type sill til® eppraisiag type* S&tk of tliete types of 
propositjtofis ere enplriosl essertions vMeh ere uliiilf 
eerifisMe by otlier enpiriesl. sssei'-tiooe* fb® 
betifetto tin tm types of propost icm is spelled omt by Met 
ia tbs fa«t tlat tlie pri»ii% propositions ere 
propositioim eliout s&ttera of fsot^ eiii! epprsisel propositioes 
sx’ii valid ttipiiic^l ge£.eralisetions* It is tMs *g€»e®ralisetioO* 
cMi acter of tte sp^elsal propositions thst m^lms thm or 
<iii#ii£ieil tim to 1» mlmtion propositiojas »'ia e disttjsctif# 
sejDse** For isy p'oi'posest botli i speoiile statweet of feet 
•ad a generalised statetteat of feet «r® eqaiilly de»orlptive.y 
factual I «ttpi 2 ^ieali propositioisi* 

HoVi as factual propositi<»3s^ in ao $mmo can tbay be 
classified as valuation or value propositions* god, ebao 
Bewey asserts tMt tte propositions of »ppr sisal type are 
generalised atateiaeiits tesed on tbe prising type, bn Is 
going frail factual proposttlons to factual propositiim, 
tl'# logitt^l relatl<m between tbe t»o being that of inducticsi* 
H^Mse, tbere is a® tuestioB of illicitly iaf^ring mlm 
propositions free factual propositions! for wo are going 


fnoR irntml to not tim facttnl t© nBlm 

pi“Oi»«iti0ns, 

iaw if yow Imk «t tli® eontei^ ©f ©ppysisitl pj-opwiticw, 
thmm Bppraleal pjr©|ie®itlom «© not «ay ii« 3 W tfmn tMt mA 
m& meh set Ions &r tMirigii »ra imimc m»h tm& 

mmU osMitims tmA timt th&^ l»w« ©liclx end »uda. €mt» 

•Hi 0©tiiNitiEme9s« flioy Bt&%% tim ^olotion 

bBtifWttii KBsns Bud timijt e&mmnBmmm tlioy m nmh^ 
tb»s&iot9^ cani'jot tofong to %M elm»B of mlm pf©positioi}B« 
iii»ed, tiCBiii, i» m illicit pmmgm Istm to 

vsXnft f^pooitioiiA* 

llB m Blt&TmtiwB lot us i;rant timt B«iioy*s opprsissl 
typt of pro|H3t»it io*is ora' ir» lust ion propoaltlons or wBlm 
pr»poj$Sti€>m* 0B Ills wn thosisi, tPso appraisal popcioitioni 
©re oapirie®! gom»r«li»»tioiis litssi on tim propositicms 
of iii'laing typ «Mch «r« pure aiii sSaipl® factual ptttpmitimm 
If tMe is sjc--Bted„ tl»n ho sawta t© lit eiwiaaging scmii sort 
of lnf:iictl^e relation l>attf®©ii factual and v«lu» proimsltiow* 
hot m atoit that tha r'slati«® li indhttctiiNi* TJfids ralaticxtt 
can at hmat onatla ^mmy to mmlm an aaptrleal 
not a iraluo luigeaiaist* It can, at Pat, aay tint audi. 
and. aucli motion or mmm tma much i«id auolt conaitioiia and 
€ona«i|ii)iiio«8i Imt in no intmllifihlo nmy can it aamait 
tint tiswta ccasiiitioiis and consa^uaaiaia ara tliaaNial'fae' 
daairafel® or imluahl®, an aamartion allied Ha im»ot wmm 
raquiriiig if Us is to fe® mfclm to t»o tHa appaHial 
propoaition* for parpomea of guiding conduct# fl» poiat 


1 m mnUng is tftnt if tim r®l«ti©ii ttm |»rl«iat 

propoaltlons umB np^jraijisl i»rop©sitioii» is «nvlii»g«c! m 
tPMt of lofuctiw i©i»rfili»»tioiji, wtmt fm got »« II» iwsolt 
of c©wii^«#isee of tlii® t}»8is is a factii*l fropcwitloR aoi 
not « mlm pro|M3®itl<».. fhe induct iw mat ion calmest 
enable Mat to arrive at a value propcwiiticat irm a a«t of 
factual |»ro|maitioi»» 

Eoatf lias to sim that j| is deslrabla* i« daairafel«*» 
ia a value |»ro 90 sltion« Wlaitever Ms reasons for it ea| be^ 
the reasoning vill have the follovtng patter^ 

(1) ia realisable walar such ami such condltione ani 
it has Shell such conaetnonees ^ 

(tj fhareforei is desirable* 

Blseeliare^ 1 hove sail that »age-s no distinction 

iMittfema fl) and'C^)* I em nov conslderiitg the case where 
he nsir inalyt the iistinetifmi though I io mot iQooif hoe 
im can* 'iell, he can deduct ivelf go froa (1) to {2) onlf 
bf identlf f'lng •desirable* , which Is an ethical ffcilcate 
elth •having certain conditions and eonseciitencea* ^ eMeh is 
a naturalistic y factual^ 'firddieate, or bf daf inii^ the mm 
in terns of the other* tfhiehsvmr of the two alteramtivea 
he tttjr adofty he nuat cceesit the naturalistic fallacf* 

hewejri hoifever, does not have to logically derive a 
value |udi--'iieiit fron factual statenentsy if he clearlf 
reeogniaea and mim» It ejcplicit the teplicitlf aasMd 
fuadmental |>riiii-.ibl.a of his value theorf, this itrinciiOe 
itself Must be a valw Judgeiient* It a^rves as the «i|^ 
pramlat in shf ethieal ar|U8tenl» and relates or ooMbcta 
factual statenents or g«iierai.iaatifflBa with the ethimil 




for wMeU tfuty fiiaetloii m immm* tli« 

fittwj of Hill bo ttm fmilSMr ojrllogisti* 

p>«tt«jra# 

Cl) a jre»lla»l»l« imaoj* ouch m6 samh coiaaitioat 
It iMo •««! smeb eo^i^iifiiieoo^ 

C 2 ) Timm mtAltijem sxuS cooto nM ismmwmcm 
tfioraaolTO# iosUPabl© ©r gocj^t 
(3) f IiorofoFOf a ^ fiosirafele gooi* 

In such a pattorn of otiiloal roaaonltigy t!i» logicnl relation 
iMitwean ©rmlaiiMi asg eoneluaii^i ulli ht tlia logical relation 
of analjrtlcttf* 


I Imim m t»r not attcoptoi to Bhcm hm %tm funSmantal 
of M« tlieorf, tHe ffinclplo nbieb ossantiallf , la 
IpyagwitSc or mtllltarlaa* 1» lapllcltlf assnaei by Ma# Mf 
for oatsii^ tills elal® Mm bean gliran oarlior* 

In tills seetlen 1 giw bte relaasnt eirl^doc® nlslcii goaa 
to oxMbit tte ssameticR of tMa pragoatlc of ntilitariaii 
’taltie ^li»l|fioi 


. 1)^ 131^ fiysif plaeoi fto mm np %lm mmmm %l»m4$ tlcan)^ 
aabl£i;iltiai of oxpftaaioit and atmcttiral am fmastlonal «Aiaoa 


of Ilia tjbaorjr of naloa oaii'iot bm oatplalnad tttlnaa tin 
fnmtBiantal principle of Ms iralw tliafirf is cloarly roc^^snUwg 
and and® eicpliolt# 


U ttm placoy rsaorillfig Ma cowslwlona, m i^ltaa 

tiuit apfxaiaal propoaitim 

»»oro propoaltlowi art ^ noraljr aiamt asli»tJoaa 

tint wfo aotnally o^sarrai JjilaiBt- prlsinipit 
ioalras, am interaata tlict &»« tilE»n^|Ia«# ^ ^ 
la tm paatj M wMeU 4^i«rlba and ii^im oartaln 
tMaiii as £ooi* fit, or proper in a ^flMto 
oaiiS^ial rolatlon. tmm pr^^itlom« 


wr© g©i)©»«lis©ti©ii©g »imm tl»sr f©jrai **«!©« fisr 
th© |i^©{>ttr m© of 

Again, tJbo tfoTiS •’fain©*, tm i© isatS to 


*i©si«;iifit© ifl»t«viEr is tsten to iisir© 
■fistli^itjr in til© Sirmtim of eoiid'oeta* sa 


forthor, 


fto »m vp) my hm with 

uM not Mltn gymy lilting « .oflJ, Mit.nt.feos© 

i, sftoi* ©xmiiiaitioii of 
nolstion Tspon ©Men tn© object litei 


Aport fxoii tMs©, tnor® sr© nsitf otni^' €spr©8Ss.iom ©Men 
elesrli' siiow tnst imimy im ssswoi tM Inn^HiiiiDtal primiplS', 
tot iisd not elosrlf recognisto snd ©xplieitlf formiliitog 


It Is not wmmmmy fos nsliing milnii tto«»£‘3r snonitM© 
to ^isntif ie tjrsstnent tlist ©site nnst to rodneto 

tOg strnstoroi on tli© pstt©i‘ii of » or i»l@rpr©t©a in tmmm of 
sen© |toS€»©nt ©oflf isM© on tto poreeptnsl noiol# fto nstnrslist 
©to sooto to siato otMea or v&Xm tim&ity ©npriesl liss, on 
tto lines of lerb«rt sponcor, only to sto© ttot ststotoots 
wMeh formilst© and state tto giasiia-eonse«iiii©neo selstloto 
sr© ©aqpitiesl generslisstions srrivod at sei#ntifioiillf» 

Mill esllod sneh ststenenls interne&isry prlneiplos* tossy*# 
spprsisai propositisns ss oi^iriesl gomrslisstisns or© snen 
internodiairy principlnSf tDmiilt tosoy Hoes not spposr to 
tos© given tlien any speeif ie oonttol* Wtot tlie nstnrslist 
of 3)©»«y»s variety lias to toar in Mina is tliat tto iMeeaitoiary 
ppinclplea tlienaslviMi alone, m in iaolatloa of tto ftoianetoM 
etMcsl principle, axe not vain© Inigeneiitai ttoy xenain 
pure ana ainple genexaiisatitoe nMeaa ttoy are 

eon|ii|»aa nltli tto latter#. 






fo im mil. this ehmptm l first, 4t»cmmA 

thttorjr of rsiuo ^yAgmmt ri»anrls«i ttiftt ho 

e<»ieoiiioo tho logieol otottis of mlm lodfiiBoi^s on tlsi 
f^emptml fho porooftiuil howovor, is 

for tho pirfoso of oBoljfsis of voioo iiilstMOiifcs* 
f hm, 1 sttouptoO to show thst howof oust ccMilt tho 
Bottirslistic f si2scy, oOloss wo socopt thst ho his 
is^lieitiip sssiuiiii C which in foot ho sooos to hswo ions) 
tho funiSMSiitsI prioeipio of falwo thoory, ooiiooiwod o& 
tho iihos of tiso mtUitsrisn prittcipio« tMs 
mmt itsolf ho a waiiio JoiKOBocit* fiosllir, I aismsmA 
tho impUmtimm of cioorijr roi!og»i«i»i sis3 oicplieitlf 
ststlog thi shows 9riheipl.o* 



coiici.iiiioiis 


nitar«Iiaft 1mm ^ mmtm ixmwmkl^^ bmm Am»m3tlh9i 
§m %M% tjfipo of otMoftl. tliaorj mmmm tim 
•C«B «tlife«X mxpr&mMimm 1m in tansui of fuctiml. 

mxpi&mi'omV i& tiie off Simatfiro* I i»iv^l!e«lXoi tM» 
iStiiieol Iteturaliaii 4 Js Xooro « X litiro dfscii»««d t% ta 
tlM f if«t oiAptoj witli •peciol to 

MtoroXIotie foXXoe? wtgamw^^ 

X« tilt mmm& X oa tl» isooo 

of tlMi imXotfoii iHOtifOOii foetooX bM otMOiiX 

loiipMMalat ^ timt tmm of olMeaX ootwaXisot 

1 ^ 0 ^ io Ool4 to ioSofiso otiiloaX fjtm imtml 

•tatmotilo* I I 01 F 0 saowa ttet it i» logtoaXIf iofoiiotliio 
to iorivo oa etiii:Ofil loigaiioit tsm a ««t of footooX 
ototonaotoy on€ tlifit otliioaX rntm^ltm %m «t«^liIo -if it 
ummrta tlmt ouah m icorioetioo i« la tbo 'oowroo 

of oy iioooosiiaiy I imvQ «x»»iaof too Wf aeplii«ti«itoi 
pooitioas « tliooo of stopimi XoBloia ooi K«irt Bador « i^oli 
eIttiK tlMt it i« poooililo to i^eoo otMotil loignooi^o iwm 
factual otatoooato^ X lu^ oBoob ttmt tlio XoficoX otiroetiOFiHi' 
twiXt By tliooo too pMXoMipBorii foiX to iotiv^r tl» fooiof 
»M %imt in tBoiJr f «iXttro« tlioy olioif m poeitXiarity of 
otldottX foasoBiiiit OMoXff tB«t it ^p^wotos witfaHi tim 
04»*ta^ otMooX pjrURciglatt^ 

X isivo rntmtami i» tha %MxM tlmt foxn of 

•tliioaX aoturaXifO oMcIi i» «»Sf to aosioiloto otfelooX 





Jiaigwsiils tt> factiml. I Iwf* timt 

tM& torn of otMofiX ootiuralUM ciuasaot ftatftfoetorfXjr 
me&m^ for ttio seoftiktie poeollari jr, ntooXf, tte aetioiw 
f oiling fiuietioB, of oiMeoX ox|ro««$ooti» Xm tte ooerso 
of «f disoosoXoOf X Mm eomfiorod tuo roeoot pe»tti0m 
OR ttm %Bmm «• tiioRo of PMXXip BX»Xr Bfoo anal kWBMm IdoX * 
«i3d RiviiR ttiat mitlm of tlio tuo posit ioos e«o ^ osiRtsisoS 
stio<»«i^iiXXf» 

Xt tmm hmm m port of mf tlMsis to »Mm t^tist tim stovo 
tMm9 f&mm of otlHeaX RstoraXiso foXXos- opoo Moor«»s mG&mt 
of otBiosX sstiyrsXisMy saS oro loiiosIXjr t»ti^^Xstoi« 

Sot oXX somOsXM nstorfiXistic: otHXesX tiiooiriosg HowovoTy 
mm lo ooMpr^toRgo^ isiior itoore's oodaX* Msrjf ottiieal 
tfoi^ias if]sile& Moore el»reet#ri»ei^ «s RsiRreXistio, m 
erlticel exsainati^, are fovM to faXX o«t»i«e ©f li©^«»s 
»>deX* X aXdo foim^ mf analysis of tM ethiosX 
tteoriod of MiXX» .ipenesTy and Bswojr Ccliaptera 4« S« 

6, ana 7 rm-pmtimljf) ttmt nm0%*9 ooflel of otliieaX 
naturaXisR t€m&& to laaice ethioa toposailiXs* 

Hjr finiiais SRigost tuo aXtarastlaoat CX) oltm^ to giv« 
up tlie oxprosaifsii «etMc«X m%mmlim» as liiiiatiisto mi 
aiisXoailing for purposes of aeseriMiRg tliose etMoaX 
tiieorles liMoli are as^irieaXXf Maosa^ aad iR partioolar, 
to give op Moore* s noieX of atMesX MitoraXiim as so 
omtisf sotorp iMiilaXt or aXse C^) to tiaat Ills iioittX 
CiR its tMm imm}^ at liesty to l»a a species etliieaX 
nstwsXisa aiSt to iMierite natoraXisR in a itsf iR wMcM it 



2®# 


1« in confomit^ witli tli# mctmX j^aetic# i>f natnri-illsta* 

1 «cc«pt«d tl» aacond »lt©riistiiMi« km tii® reanlt 
of 8 atvA^ of mil, Spoaeor, Powojr, I Imir® 

ajrrivtd at « imv nodal of otMeal ^tun-ftlian, Ito imiii 
foatnros »r» m tollmst^ 

|1} k naturalistic olMctl tlieoff , ia oriar to na^ 
otliioal iudcvoioiita cnpixieallf varifialbl#, $iom not rotiiire 
tlmt otMcal Inifineats iraat t» aaalfaoft and aarifiad on tim 
oloaiipational noial m oMob factual atatcnanta arc 

% -vaia ..iMukJilriikjJB .jdiamilk'jM aana.ifiik*tliK' aB di^ v tJtkudA 

SMi Jk jfiMMI WHil V4flr jy* JMI8^ #. 

IS) It mm nafca tl»t logical diet inct ion tatnaan otMcal 
•apramiow ani factnal axprinraioni and aaaart t^tg 
m olMcai Inigmant ia actioa»giiidingy 
Ct) it ia anplricailf ©arifiatel® in tM aansa tiiat 
factiial atataR»snta in c€ii|mnelion witti mmm 
mlmmrn «tMc«l isrincipl# mn !» citad aa 
e^idsne® for it^| 

Ce> tlie tnmal tmtiwvaltiaa can li® aMignsS: to lt« 

Cd) witMn ttm f JMOHiort of the noat fiini«wsid:al 
principlaa of « natnraliatlc otMoal tlitoffy 
atMcal raaaoning follcna tim Aw^mtim atfla^ 

C®) t!i® i^t fnaiaiiefttal prineiplos of a natmral^latic 
otliical tHeor^ naf t® tceapiai^ tjT docialonf 
to ta tfcOf Ii3t aitmn ttm logical atroetwa 
of til® titaori tlmf cac Imi MitHar protad «or 
iiaprovaif 

Cf I amir aataraliatic atMcal tim&tf my to naSa 
rigoroualf anpirical tf acccftiji^ aoMi ' 
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of CoMia^l^ l?«ti*t>ttj Uujm Stata GaiKfcrsltjf ?!•»**, i- 
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